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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

This investigation was conducted to determine the attitudes of
Michigan teachers concerning the issue of educational accountability.
Specific areas under investigation were:
of educational accountability?
the students' success?

(1) What is the function

(2) Who should be accountable for

(3) For what student behaviors should the

school system be held accountable?

(4) Who should be involved in

the planning of an accountability program?
analyzed with regard to:

These concerns were

(1) the grade level at which the respon

dent taught; (2) the degree status of the respondent; and (3) the
number of years of teaching experience.

Need and Significance of the Study

Need of the study

The pace at which accountability models are being implemented
in educational systems is reflected by the RAND/HEW study (Hall and
Stucker, 1970) which reported that during the 1969-70 school year
only two school districts in the country were involved with perform
ance contracting programs.
over 100.

During the 1970-71 school year there were

The exact number could not be determined because many of

those accountability models received little publicity and new models

1
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were being developed at an accelerated rate.
Educational planners and administrators, when considering
accountability programs, have largely ignored the feelings and
opinions of teachers.

A survey, sampling school board members in

forty-seven states, conducted by the American School Board Journal
(November, 1970) indicated that exactly 33-1/3 percent of board men
favored performance contracting.

Another 33-1/3 percent of board

men supported the concept, but with some reservations, and the final
33-1/3 percent opposed the idea of performance contracting entirely.
The primary reasons of those supporting performance contracting
were:

(1) it would increase student learning, and (2) it would be a

means of sharing the burden for accountability which they felt their
public constituents were demanding of them as board men.

Those who

opposed the concept of performance contracting indicated that:
(1)

it dehumanized the learning situation, and (2) learning could

not be guaranteed.

The article went on to say, " . . .

if two out

of every three school board members have their way, performance con
tracting . . .

is likely to be an important tool that Boards will

use to offer proof— teacher resistance notwithstanding."

Another

part of the article quoted an Illinois School Board member, "'Natur
ally, teachers are going to fight performance contracting . . . per
formance contracting does what they won't do— it rises or falls on
results, not on schedules and seniority and protected mediocrity.'"
Such statements are unlikely to make teachers feel more comfortable
with the concept of accountability.
In another poll conducted by Nation's Schools (December, 1970),
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a 5 percent sampling of 14,000 school administrators in fifty states
yielded a 51 percent response on administrators' feelings toward
teacher accountability.

The following is taken directly from the

results of that investigation:
How Administrators Voted:
1.

Do you feel teachers, in general, are doing their
jobs well today?
89% —

Yes

11% -- No

2.

Are you in favor of making teachers formally
accountable in some way for the academic per
formance of their students?

3.

Several school districts this fall have introduced
internal incentive contracts with teachers— which
offer bonuses to teachers whose students demonstrate
above-average performance. Would you favor this
kind of plan?

4.

What do you see as the main obstacles in working
with an accountability plan such as the one
described above?

72% —

23% —

18% —
83% —
27% —
3% —
8% —

Yes

Yes

28% —

31% —

No

No

45% —

Not Sure

Financing
Setting up criteria for evaluating
teacher's performance
Teacher (union) opposition
Community opposition
Other (p. 33)

An article entitled "Teachers Voice Their Opposition" (Megle
and Bhaerman, 1971) might lead one to believe that the intense oppo
sition to performance contracting and voucher plan as presented imply
what the title states, that is, "Teachers Voice Their Opposition."
Nowhere, however, in the text of the article is there any indication
that the position statement is based on anything but the feelings of
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the two authors.

Although the opposition of teachers to accountabil

ity is probably substantial, its extent has not been documented.
have their precise concerns been pinpointed.

Nor

The present study was

designed to fill this gap.

Educational significance

The movement for accountability is, in one way, very much like
other innovations in education.

Those who are in management posi

tions and faced with daily pressure from their constituents must seek
solutions.

They see accountability as one solution.

Teachers, on

the other hand, may have negative feelings about accountability.

As

a result, educational accountability systems may be devised and
implemented without complete sensitivity for their repercussions.
If educational accountability can improve the quality of educa
tion, education should move toward accountability as quickly as pos
sible.

Administrators should identify areas of concern, and then

proceed to deal with them in a way that will resolve those problems
before they result in wide-spread discontent that could thwart the
program itself.
To some degree, disagreement on accountability may be due to
differing perceptions of its meaning.

Effective communications

require that all parties have a common point of reference regarding
the issue being discussed.

A step in resolving conflicts over

accountability is determining the degree to which disagreement is
due simply to differing perception.

The purpose of this study was

to investigate the concept of accountability held by teachers.
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Teachers throughout the State of Michigan were asked to respond to a
questionnaire designed to pinpoint some of their concerns regarding
accountability.

The information derived can be used to focus on

those areas which are of concern to teachers; hence facilitate moving
in the direction of increased educational accountability in a manner
more agreeable to those it would affect.

Summary

This investigation was conducted to determine the following:
1.

What are teachers' perceptions of the function of
educational accountability?

2.

Who do teachers feel should be accountable for the
students' success in school?

3.

For what student behaviors do teachers feel the
school system should be held accountable?

4.

Who do teachers feel should be involved in the
planning of an accountability program?

Teacher responses to these questions can be used by those imple
menting accountability systems to deal with teacher concerns well in
advance of those concerns turning into teacher discontent.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter contains a review of the literature which is
addressed to the following:
1.

What is the function of educational accountability?

2.

Who should be accountable for the student's success?

3.

What student behaviors should the school system be
held accountable for?

4.

Who should be involved in the planning of an
accountability program?

The Function of Educational Accountability

This section is divided into three parts:

the first is con

cerned with defining accountability as a concept; the second part
describes some major components of an accountability system; while
the third part discusses methods used in achieving accountability.

The definition of accountability as a concept

The concept of accountability in education is consistent with
other aspects of our society, both from a moral and economic point
of view.
ity.

There are numerous definitions of educational accountabil

To a businessman, educational accountability might mean a

cost-benefit analysis using a planning programming budgeting system.
To computer hardware and software companies, educational accountabil
ity may center on the ability of man-machine operations to more
6
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effectively do the job of educating children.

To the classroom

teacher, educational accountability may mean an administrative strat
egy for increasing work load; or, to a different classroom teacher,
accountability may suggest a means of helping her do a better job.
To educational corporations, educational accountability is a part of
performance contracting, whereby private educational institutions
guarantee to local school districts to academically accelerate the
achievement levels of children and are paid commensurate with their
effectiveness.
The Michigan Department of Education (1971) has broadly defined
accountability by stating that "accountability addresses itself to
the premise of responsibility for pupil learning."

For the purpose

of this investigation, educational accountability was defined as the
assumption of responsibility by school personnel for student growth
in academic achievement and social development.

It also meant that

teachers and administrators would be willing to accept the conse
quences of their actions.

This definition of educational account

ability addresses itself primarily to teaching-learning relation
ships.

Of equal importance, in considering educational accountabil

ity, is the area of financial support of public education as it
relates to cost-to-benefit analyses and fiscal procedures.

This

document shall concern itself primarily with the former area.
Accountability fits well into the capitalistic tradition of
American society.

In a simplistically stated economic sense,

accountability implies that a consideration, typically in the form
of money, is exchanged for a certain quantity of goods and/or
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services.

The corollary is that, if goods or services are not deliv

ered or performed by the one party as agreed, then the other party is
no longer obligated to fulfill its portion of the contract.

Perform

ance in excess of the contract may also be rewarded commensurately.
A number of professions in our society have been exempt from
either type of output accountability.

The area of education has been

one such institution which, during the past several years, has been
the target of accountability-minded individuals.

This attention is

the result of evaluation projects which have indicated that large
percentages of children in the public education system are failing
to learn (Coleman, 1966) .
Formerly, students were held responsible for failure.

The

situation was similar to the medical one; if teachers followed cer
tain rudimentary procedures and the child failed, it was because the
child had a problem.

With the increasing amount of information being

gathered regarding the variables which affect human learning, respon
sibility is gradually shifting from learner to teacher.
to which educational systems are moving in this
of much concern to all those who

The degree
direction

is a topic

might be affected by its outcomes.

Major components of an accountability system

If we are to hold education accountable, we must develop objec
tive standards.

We must specify

precisely what

achieved, what instructional procedures will be used,
achievement will be evaluated.

goalsare

to be

and how

This section will consider the three

major components of an accountability system:

(1) the setting of
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performance objectives; (2) a statement of job descriptions; and
(3) evaluations.

Performance objectives

The goals of large-scale performance contracts are often speci
fied in terms of scores on standardized tests.

So-called instruc

tional, behavioral, or performance objectives are another alterna
tive.

These must be precisely stated; that is, they must describe

what the student actually will be able to do as a result of the
course experience.

Mager (1962) has summarized the formulation of

objectives in the following:
1.

A statement of instructional objectives is a col
lection of words or symbols describing one of your
educational Intents.

2.

An objective will communicate your intent to the
degree you have described what the learner will
be DOING when demonstrating his achievement and
how you will know when he is doing it.

3.

To describe terminal behavior (what the learner
will be DOING):
a.
b.

c.

Identify and name the over-all behavior
act.
Define the important conditions under which
the behavior is to occur (givens or restric
tions, or both).
Define the criterion of acceptable perform
ance.

4.

Write a separate statement for each objective; the
more statements you have, the better chance you
have of making clear your intent.

5.

If you give each learner a copy of your objec
tives, you may not have to do much else (p. 53).

Lopez (1970) has stated, "When properly designed and implemented,
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10
goal-setting becomes an ideal basis for other forms of performance
evaluation.

It insures that subordinate goals and role performances

are in support of the goals of the highest levels of the organiza
tion and that ultimately the institutional purposes will be achieved."
Lessinger (1970 b) provides an example of the importance of stating
performance objectives:
If I live in Detroit and have as my objective a visit
by road to Los Angeles, it is not sufficient merely
to be told that the direction is southwest. I need
more specific instruction.
Similarly in education,
the general direction of faculty to teach children
'to understand and appreciate Science' is insuffi
cient. To be useful, the general direction must be
supplemented with a set of operational steps.
He, like Mager, suggests that education orient itself towards having
students engage in activities rather than appreciate them.

Lessinger

goes on to say, however, that the goals we state must indeed serve a
useful purpose to the student.

He implies that, if not carefully

designed, the statement of performance objectives may only increase
the amount and efficiency of irrelevant materials currently being
employed in the American educational system.
The first step, then, in moving toward accountability is a
statement of the preferred terminal objective.

These correspond

to the output measure of accountability.

Job descriptions

A job description is a statement of the behaviors that consti
tute one's work activities.
description as:

A dictionary definition defines a job

"An orderly record of the essential activities
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11
involved in the performance of a task that is abstracted from a job
analysis and used in classifying and evaluating jobs and in the
selection and placement of employees" (Gove, 1966).
For many teachers, a job description may be perceived as those
rudimentary tasks such as getting to work on time, making out lesson
plans, administering and scoring tests, providing grades on a report
card and either passing or failing any given student.

Of critical

need in education is the specification of curriculum experiences
that will actually focus on moving students ahead at a rate consistent
with meeting stated performance objectives.

It is unfortunately the

case in education that most curriculum materials are not data-based
in this respect, but rather are constructed on the basis of what the
authors "think" are relevant experiences and methods.

The job descrip

tion will provide for the delineation of specific teaching components,
which could potentially allow for the possibility for increased use
of paraprofessionals in the ranks of school personnel.

The Michigan

Department of Education (1970) has stated:
Meaningful job descriptions for administrators and
teachers should be developed to facilitate the appro
priate placement of personnel and the accurate deter
mination of responsibilities of these personnel.
These job descriptions should be updated at frequent
intervals to take into account developments in educa
tional techniques and technology, and changes in stu
dent and personnel characteristics.
A job description corresponds to the procedural measure of account
ability.

Education may be too complex to permit delineation of all

of the behaviors expected of a teacher.
agree on optimal procedures.

Also, experts still do not

However, if we are to hold teachers
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responsible for results, we should also equip them with an objective
description of the procedures they can use to obtain those results.
Thus an objective job description is essential to accountability.

Evaluation

The third major component of accountability is the assessment
of the degree to which (1) job descriptions have been followed and
(2)

performance objectives have been achieved.

The Independent

Accomplishment Audit, an evaluation procedure suggested by Lessinger
(1970 b), consists of six stages of implementation:
1.

In the pre-audit stage program priorities in the
form of specific performance objectives are agreed
upon by those parties involved in the accountabil
ity system. The parties may consist of administra
tion, teaching staff, students and representatives
of the community.

2.

In the translation stage, the parties involved in
evaluation, along with those involved in teaching,
determine the criteria that will indicate whether
the objectives have been reached.

3.

In the instrumentation stage, evaluation devices
which may consist of tests, behavior classifica
tion systems, questionnaires and so on, will be
selected or devised by the evaluators and the
educational institution and its staff.

4.

In the fourth stage, a review calendar is con
structed in which the parties agree when the
evaluations will occur, how they will be admin
istered, who will administer them, and how long
they will take.

5.

In the fifth stage, the actual assessment process
is carred out.

6.

In the last stage,
a public report of
gram. This may be
paper articles, or

the evaluation agency provides
the accomplishments of the pro
done via a special report, news
a public meeting.
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This evaluation procedure, if it is to be meaningful, should be
carried out by an independent auditor.

In this way, the effects of

the experimenter bias (Rosenthal, 1966; Lessinger, 1970) may be kept
at a minimum.

Although the primary and most immediate goal of the

Independent Accomplishment Audit, or any other evaluation technique,
is to provide for the analysis and evaluation of specific objectives.
Hopefully, these objectives will add up to a higher quality education
for students.
The implications of educational accountability necessitate the
reexamination of evaluative procedures typically used in education.
Of primary concern is the norm-referenced text.

Achievement tests

of this type have typically been constructed in a fashion that neces
sarily requires a certain percentage of failure.

Many accountability

models, on the other hand, are suggesting that, if education becomes
as proficient as business and industry, failure will not occur.

The

alternative to norm-referenced testing is the criterion-referenced
test.

The test items are derived directly from the performance objec

tives in a way which clearly and simply demonstrates whether or not
the performance objective might be stated as "The student will be
able to add four two-digit numbers on a ten item teacher-prepared
test with ninety percent success by June 15th."

On that date, a

criterion-referenced test consisting of ten problems, each containing
four two-digit numbers, will be given to the student with instruc
tions that he add them.

If he is successful in adding correctly nine

out of the ten problems, he passes the test; if not, he fails, and
steps will then have to be identified to remediate problem areas.
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This system of testing lends itself quite appropriately to classroom
situations where students are allowed to proceed at individual rates,
as criterion-referenced tests can be constructed, administered and
scored with little effort on the part of the teacher.

Evaluation

then becomes possible on an objective-by-objective basis, rather than
by merely providing a grade at the end of the school year which pro
vides little information concerning specific areas of deficiency.
A potential problem of "teaching to the test" can arise under a
criterion-referenced test-performance objective system.

These prob

lems can be overcome, if performance objectives are stated in con
ceptual terms, such as in the math example previously stated, rather
than by specific items.

In the example provided, teaching to the

test would be quite appropriate if the numbers in the math problems
were arrived at by choosing two-digit numbers from a table of random
numbers.
In summary, accountability systems involve three major compo
nents:

(1) establishing performance objectives, (2) providing job

descriptions, and (3) evaluation.

Lack of planning in detail of any

one component leaves the accountability system impotent.

Methods used in achieving accountability

This part is concerned with describing some methods that have
thus far been used in implementing accountability systems.
include:
(3)

They

(1) the performance contract; (2) the voucher system; and

contingency management.
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The performance contract

Lessinger (1970 b, p. 18) defines a performance contract as
An agreement by a firm or individual to produce specified
results by a certain date, using acceptable methods, for
a set fee. The parties may agree in advance that, if the
conditions are not met by that date, the firm must con
tinue its effort, for no additional fee, until they are
met; and also that, if the requirements are exceeded,
either by early completion or by a higher level of
achievement, the fee will be increased by specified
amounts.
The performance contract, therefore, not only provides for a local
school system to supplement its efforts by bringing in an outside
agency with new and innovative procedures, but also can provide a
detailed fiscal analysis which can be presented to the district's
constituency as to the precise cost of educational accomplishment.
Perhaps its most appealing aspect to local educational authorities
is that, if the pre-defined objectives are not achieved, the school
district will not assume the financial liability.
In 1968, Texarkana, a town bordering on the Texas and Arkansas
state lines, was first to engage in the practice of performance con
tracting.

The contract was the result of a general educational cri

sis in that community (Bumstead, 1970).

In one junior high school,

students coming from predominantly white middle-class backgrounds
ranked in the seventy-fifth percentile on the Iowa Test of Basic
Skills, whereas students at another junior high school, predominantly
black and from poverty backgrounds, scored in the second percentile
on the same test.

The program was initially funded in 1969 by the

Drop Out Prevention Program of the U.S. Office of Education.

This
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was the first time a local school authority entered into a contractual
agreement with a private firm whereby the latter guaranteed to raise
achievement levels in reading and math for a minimum of 200 students.
The Texarkana project, like any other innovation, had its faults
along with its attributes.

Perhaps the single most negative issue

concerned the fact that Dorsett Educational Systems of Norman, the
firm that was awarded the contract, "taught directly to the test"
to the exclusion of other dimensions of student behavior.

There

probably is nothing wrong with "teaching to the test," if the test
is comprehensive enough to reflect all of the dimensions of student
behaviors defined as objectives.

However, Texarkana did show that

evaluation of a performance contract must involve more than simply
pre- and post-testing on a small number of standardized tests.
Thus far, performance contracting has been the most widely
adopted method of educational accountability.

A study conducted by

the RAND Corporation for HEW (Hall and Stucker, 1971), reported that,
during the 1969-70 school year, only two school districts in the
country were involved with performance contracting programs.
the 1970-71 school year, there were over 100.

During

The exact number could

not be determined because many of those contracts received little
publicity and new performance contracts were being developed at an
accelerating rate.
of ways:

Performance contracts have differed in a variety

in the characteristics of the educational programs; in the

portions of the programs under contract; in contract terms, in char
acteristics of the contractor's learning programs.

Performance con

tracting has been used in a variety of situations within the educational
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system, ranging from contracting for the total operation of an entire
school (McAndrew, 1971) to contracts between teachers and individual
students (Ulrich and Wolfe, 1969).
A significant degree of opposition regarding performance con
tracting has come from organized teachers' groups, perhaps feeling
threatened by the idea.

They typically argue that contracting is a

gimmick or passing fad which diverts attention from the real need
for smaller classes, remedial programs and better counseling.

Some

teachers feel that learning for rewards, as is done in some contract
ing programs, will undermine and replace the more altruistic goal of
learning for the sake of learning itself.
A performance contract, if it works, will usually cost more,
mainly because the greater the achievement, the larger the payment
to the contractor.

Teachers have argued that, if that amount of

money were paid for teachers' salaries, materials and reducing class
size, the job could be done just as well by employing traditional
learning strategies.

Martin and Briggs, in the Educational Turnkey

News, have pointed out that teachers feel "All business is doing is
what we have wanted to do . . .

" (Mecklenburger, 1971).

Reflecting

the views of its constituency, the American Federation of Teachers
has established an "Instant Alert" system for parents, teachers and
communities to the implications of contracting.

Other objections

rest on the view that the educational process is not completely anal
ogous to the manufacturing or industrial process.
faulty manufacture can be discarded or recycled.

The products of
In education, the

future lives of children are the precious products at stake.

Since
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education is to a large extent irreversible, many feel we should be
most careful with educational experimentation.

Unfortunately, the

traditional education process as it now exists may also be consid
ered an experiment which never defines, let alone controls, the many
variables that indeed affect our children.
The results of performance contracting are at this point still
unclear, as this means of implementing educational accountability
has produced mixed results.

Education USA (October 11, 1971)

reported that, in the Banneker School, Gary, Indiana, 73 percent of
the 546 children in grades 2-6 reached or exceeded national norms in
reading or math.

Behavioral Research Laboratories (BRL) contracted

to run the entire school system when tests revealed that only 25 per
cent of the students enrolled were attaining national norms in the
areas of reading and math.

The report also indicated that parents

and staff members have reacted favorably to the new system of educa
tional management.

In Philadelphia, where the nation's largest per

formance contract is being conducted, attempting to improve the
reading ability of over 14,000 students, success was not as great as
in the Gary project.

Approximately one-third of the students

achieved at least one year's growth in reading skill, while approx
imately another third failed to reach this goal.

Another third were

discounted as they did not attend school for the number of days stip
ulated in the performance contract.

The voucher system

The voucher system is a proposal for achieving educational
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accountability which, like performance contracting, is receiving
much attention.

Under this system, the amount of money typically

used to educate the student is placed in an escrow account.

The

parents of the student receive a voucher for those funds and, in
turn, may submit the voucher to any local educational agency in pay
ment of educational services.

Under this straightforward, capital

istic form of school economy, those programs that are most successful
will be in greatest demand.

Those buildings and programs that are

not successful will most likely, in the future, not be the recipients
of these vouchers.

Under the proposed plan, any program will more

than likely have to clearly demonstrate the results of its under
takings.

Thus, accountability will be achieved.

The voucher system

has even greater social and political ramifications than does per
formance contracting.

It not only threatens to alter management sys

tems but also requires a reconsideration of the current methods used
as a basis for school financing.

Although the purpose of a voucher

system is to provide competition that will encourage the public
schools to improve, opponents argue that it could potentially result
in greater racial segregation and that it violates the separation of
church and state.

An additional concern is that parents (particu

larly in low income categories) may not be able to afford the "fees"
that might be required by private schools in addition to the base
per-student cost of education.

Tronsgard, Executive Director of the

National Association of State Boards of Education, has stated that,
"I regard all of the various plans to award educational vouchers to
parents as menaces to public education.

I am totally opposed to all
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voucher schemes which have come to my attention."

Additional strong

opposition to the voucher plan has also been voiced by the National
Education Association which is concerned about the degree of teacher
involvement, standardized achievement tests, and the use of perform
ance objectives (Megel and Bhaerman, 1971).

As a result of this

opposition, seventeen organizations representing millions of members
of the American Federation of Teachers formed a coalition to mount
a campaign against the introduction and adoption of educational
vouchers by any public school system in the nation.

In addition to

this, the Council of Chief State School Officers and American Jewish
Congress have both publicly adopted stands against the voucher plan.
Proponents of the voucher plan have argued that the practice
would provide greater freedom within the public educational system
because parents would no longer be required to accept standardized
delivery systems.

In addition, middle-income and lower-income par

ents would have the option of choosing schools which typically pro
vided services only to wealthier neighborhoods.

Also, it could

potentially provide to parents a choice of educational philosophies.
Finally, it would be possible for certain schools to arrange their
curriculum to appeal to a particular group of children such as those
who have discipline problems and the physically or emotionally handi
capped .
In 1970, a grant was provided from the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity to the Center for the Study of Public Policy based in Cam
bridge, Massachusetts for the purpose of investigating such concerns
(Center for the Study of Public Policy, 1970).

The study recommended
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that, If voucher systems are to be adopted, the following guidelines
should be considered:
1.

Discrimination against pupils or teachers should
not be based on race or economic status and par
ticipating schools must demonstrate that the por
tion of minority pupils enrolled is at least as
large as the proportion of minority applicants.

2.

The school must accept the voucher as payment in
full for all educational services at the school
and may not require parents to make an additional
payment.

3.

Schools may not use vouchers to support religious
activities.

4.

Schools participating in a voucher plan must pro
vide information to parents concerning the school's
basic philosophy of education, the number of
teachers, teacher qualifications, facilities and
financial status and pupil progress. In short, a
system must be devised whereby schools participat
ing in a voucher plan can clearly and consistently
be accountable to its constituents.

The study also pointed out that the voucher plan has been used
in a number of Southern states as a loophole for maintaining racially
segregated schools.

However, the investigation concluded that, if

no state complicity is involved, the program of continued segregation
can be avoided.

Contingency management

Contingency management or behavior modification techniques rep
resent for the teacher a sort of "do it yourself" accountability.
The teacher and the student engage in "contingency contracting"
(Homme, 1970), a process analogous to performance contracting between
a local school district and an outside education firm.

The teacher
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and student, as a first step, agree on behavioral objectives.

The

teacher then breaks down these behavioral objectives into smaller
components which can be sequenced and presented to the student in a
logical fashion.

As a third step, the teacher provides consequences

for these students' behavior.

A simple contingency contract between

a teacher and a student might consist of a situation where the
teacher specifies that after completing three pages in his science
workbook, the student will engage in an activity of his choice.
Until he meets the criterion, he will not receive the reward.

Simi

larly, in the performance contract situation, the outside educational
firm receives payment if it accomplishes its goals and likewise fails
to receive payment if it does not.

The increasing acceptance of

behavior modification techniques in education has probably contrib
uted to the current interest in the similar procedures of account
ability.

Summary

Performance contracting, the voucher system and contingency
management, in their own way, have been the subject of much contro
versy in recent years.

At this point and time, the most conclusive

statement that can be made regarding the effectiveness of plans to
implement educational accountability is that sometimes they are
successful and sometimes they are not.

An attempt to either accept

or reject the effectiveness of these plans, based on the data thus
far collected, would be a premature conclusion.
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Identifying Who Should Be Accountable
for Students’ Success

This section contains a review of the literature which addresses
itself to defining who should be held accountable for the student's
success in school.

Unfortunately, the majority of the literature in

this area consists of various emotional pleas from individuals or
groups attempting to make the case why or why not certain groups
and/or individuals should be held accountable for student learning.
Perhaps the broadest statement of assigning responsibility for stu
dent achievement was presented at the 1970 Annual Conference of the
National Association of Pupil Personnel Administrators by Lessinger.
In his opening comments, he stated, "School administrators and school
teachers alike are responsible for their performance, and it is in
their interest, as well as in the interest of their pupils, that they
be held accountable."

The concept of holding teachers and adminis

trators accountable for student learning is not by any means new to
education.

Plutarch, the philosopher, wrote the following over 2,000

years ago:
Such fathers as commit their sons to tutors and
teachers, and themselves never at all witness or
overhear their instruction, deserve rebuke, for
they will fall far short of their obligation.
They ought themselves to undertake examination of
their children every few days and not place their
trust in the disposition of a wage earner; even
the latter will bestow greater care on the child
ren if they know that they will periodically be
called to account (Lessinger, 1970 a, p. 10).
Accountability is being called for in the educational community
at all levels.

Cody (1971) presents the case that school administra
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tors, as well as teachers, should be held accountable for attaining
learning objectives.

Ever since early 1970 when the educational

accountability issue developed as a major source of controversy,
education journals have been overflowing with the redundant call
for classroom teacher accountability.

The case is made again and

again that learning is a function of the environmental conditions
which exist in any given classroom situation and, in that the class
room teacher is the primary "arranger" of that classroom environ
ment, it seems only reasonable that he or she be held accountable
for classroom results (Bhaerman, 1971; Lessinger, 1971 c; Stocker,
1971; Wilson, 1971) .
The call for accountability at the classroom teacher level is
not only coming from external sources such as state educational
authorities, parents and legislators, but also from within the
teaching profession itself.

Darland (1970), Associate Executive

Secretary for the National Commission for Teacher Education and Pro
fessional Standards, has suggested that the teaching profession must
systematically move towards a self-governing machinery which would
allow for the establishment of teacher accountability systems within
teacher organizations.

Not all those in education are eager to see

educational accountability become a reality for the classroom teacher
unless some major changes are accomplished first.

Bane (past pres

ident of the National Education Association) has stated, "It is pure
myth that a classroom teacher can even be held accountable, with
justice, under existing conditions.

The classroom teacher has either

too little control or no control over the factors which might render
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accountability either feasible or fair" (Darland, 1970, p. 41).
Dolmatch (1970), in an article entitled "Who Will Be Accountable For
Accountability," has pointed out that the accountability movement
in education has produced a situation where private enterpreneurs
are developing programmed texts, computer-aided instruction, teaching
machines and learning packages, all based on terminal or performance
objectives, which many school systems have blindly bought and imple
mented in an attempt to demonstrate their awareness of responsibil
ity.

Phillips (1970) has suggested that educational accountability

not only be addressed at the local level but also with state educa
tional agencies.

He states:

Historically, the state's responsibility
in varying degrees by local communities,
small, and rightfully so. As the agency
ating the schools, the local district is
people, and thus in the best position to
their needs.

has been shared
both large and
actually oper
closest to the
know and meet

Unfortunately, in too many instances, the responsibility
of the state has not been delegated— but abdicated. On
the one hand, the state has expected local districts to
maintain educational programs meeting minimum standards;
on the other, it has failed to provide the advice and
counsel that school districts seek in solving increas
ingly complex problems (p. 377).
One way in which responsibility for classroom learning has
clearly come under an accountability system is via the performance
contract.

This strategy specifically defines what is to be learned,

how long it shall take, under what conditions it will be learned,
and the consequences for either success or failure.

In a sense,

the performance contract provides for a shifting of responsibility
from the local school authority to, in many cases, outside private
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agencies who have guaranteed results under a performance contract.
The performance contract does, however, provide the occasion for a
local school district to enter into a performance contract with
teachers currently involved in the ongoing educational system with
out bringing in an outside firm.

Summary

Accountability in education is being called for at all levels.
State educational authorities are expected to provide the necessary
support mechanisms to allow local educational authorities to perform
their tasks.

The classroom teacher, however, appears to be the pri

mary target for those demanding educational accountability.

Even

teacher organizations themselves are suggesting that the classroom
teacher must assume greater responsibility for the educational out
comes of those students he or she is teaching.

Clearly, the perform

ance contract is one mechanism which specifically assigns account
ability to a given individual.

Defining Student Behaviors For Which the School
System Should Be Held Accountable

This section is concerned with the literature relevant to defin
ing the student behaviors for which a school system should be held
accountable.

The primary consideration in this area is addressed to

the various natures of different subjects currently being taught in
our schools.

In teaching mathematics, for example, it is relatively

easy not only to describe precisely the terminal behaviors desired,
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but also to evaluate them.

In an area such as this, there is no

question as to the correctness of an answer.

It is a binary deci

sion; that is, it is either correct or it is incorrect, and there
are no value judgments which one can use to impose a conditional cor
rectness.

In the area of creative art, however, specification and

evaluation of behaviors become considerably more difficult tasks.
The concept of creativity itself has not been defined to the extent
to which general consensus has been reached, not to mention the prob
lems involved in any evaluation of such an area.

Other examples of

this sort would include literature and architecture.

As is the case

with art, there may be no correct or incorrect answers, only those
end products which could be evaluated in the context of the values
of the current society.

Nonetheless, a number of educators are

attempting to assume responsibilities for learning outcomes in some
of these more difficult areas, as well as those which can be more
easily handled.

Lindley (1971) has pointed out the difficulty in

designing behavioral objectives that can focus on short-range goals
without sacrificing the long-range goals.

Although Lindley does

point out many of the problems involved in planning and teaching by
objectives, the subject matter involved in most English courses, he
nonetheless concludes by stating, "The English teachers have a respon
sibility to effect meaningful changes in the verbal behavior of their
students."
Mueller (1971) has advocated the design and development of
achievement tests that would not only be used to evaluate the degree
to which students have mastered foreign languages, but also would
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serve as an instrument to validate teacher competency.

In the same

area of foreign languages, Lester (1971) proposes that the responsi
bility for teaching of foreign languages be shared jointly by col
leges of teacher education, the State Departments of Education, and
local authorities.
tional education.

Hoyt (1970) has suggested similar plans for voca
Wilson (1971) discusses the role of the classroom

teacher under an accountability program and raises questions about
the extent to which teachers can be held accountable in different
areas of school programs.

He goes on to define a number of issues

similar to those of Lindley (1971) and enumerates the responsibil
ities of teachers in subject matter knowledge, pupil development and
curriculum selection.

The Michigan Department of Education, in its

State Assessment Program, has already identified math and reading as
areas which it is evaluating.

Helper (1970) reports a similar effort

in Colorado which has identified seven areas of student behaviors.
Those areas are health, language, arts, mathematics, music, physical
education, and science.

At this point, it is unclear to what extent

either state educational authorities or local school districts will
be calling for accountability on the basis of different subject mat
ter areas; but it is apparent that, to one degree or another, objec
tives are being formulated for these areas and initial evaluation
procedures have already begun.

Identifying Those Who Should Be Involved in the
Planning of an Accountability Program

As is the case with most issues concerning most local school
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districts, it appears that local school administrators are the pri
mary decision-makers and planners in conceiving and implementing
accountability models.

One investigation, conducted in the Beverly

Hills Unified School District in California, investigated the degree
to which staff members in that school system were knowledgeable about
the concept of accountability in public education and, specifically,
program planning and budgeting systems.

That investigation attempted

to obtain indicators pertaining to the climate for receptivity
towards this concept.

There was a positive, statistical correlation

between staff members who negatively perceived their own job per
formance conditions and those who felt negative towards the concept
of educational accountability (Jaffy, 1970).
Lurie (1970), in her book How To Change The Schools, makes some
suggestions as to how parents can affect the school curriculum by
evaluating the staff.

Unfortunately, this source presents an incom

plete and quite shallow analysis of teacher evaluation.

Brown (1971)

makes a case for teachers assuming a more active role in the partici
pation of decision-making.

Among the issues presented, decision

making and educational accountability was touched on quite lightly.
In A Survey of Community Opinion About the Tacoma Public Schools
(1971) , the Tacoma Parent-Teacher Association and the administration
of the Tacoma Public Schools attempted to ascertain how its con
stituents felt about the public schools on various issues.

When

asked if they felt they had enough voice about how the Tacoma
schools should operate, 40.5 percent of the respondents indicated a
"yes" response while 59.5 percent indicated a "no" response.

When
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asked if citizens in the community were as involved as they should
be in planning educational programs, only 2.1 percent strongly
agreed, 13.1 percent agreed, 16.1 percent were undecided, 44.5 per
cent disagreed, and 24.3 percent strongly disagreed.

When asked if

students attending Tacoma Public Schools should be involved in plan
ning the educational program, 13.9 percent strongly agreed, 31.8 per
cent agreed, 13.7 percent were undecided, 24.1 percent disagreed,
and 16.7 percent strongly disagreed.

Although this investigation

did not address itself to the planning of a program seeking to imple
ment a model of educational accountability, it does provide some
indication as to how respondents in the Tacoma study felt about
involvement in planning for educational programs in general.

The

Common Goals of Michigan Education (1970), which speaks to the issue
of accountability, was compiled by a task force on goals of Michigan
Education.

This task force consisted of school administrators, school

board members, personnel from colleges and universities, teachers,
the clergy, students and representatives from business and industry.

Summary

The degree to which others than school administrators have been
involved in the planning of accountability programs is functionally
non-existent in the literature.

From the results of the Tacoma study,

it is apparent however that constituents from public school dis
tricts do feel a need for more involvement in planning, both on the
parts of parents and students.

If accountability programs will be

primarily addressed to the classroom teacher, it would seem that a
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most critical component in planning an accountability program would
be to ascertain the attitudes and feelings of teachers on this
issue.
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CHAPTER III

OBJECTIVES, RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

This chapter consists of two sections:

the first describes

the process by which objectives for the investigation were formu
lated and transformed into questionnaire items; the second is con
cerned with the research design and procedures employed in the
investigation.

Objectives

This study was conducted to determine the feelings of Michigan
teachers regarding various dimensions of educational accountability
based on a statement of a hypothetical model of educational account
ability.

The primary sources which expressed concerns that were

then translated into objectives for this investigation were:

(1) a

review of the literature; (2) discussions with personnel in the Mich
igan Department of Education; and (3) discussions with personnel in
the Michigan Education Association.
The following represents the initially stated objectives and
their component sub-parts which this study investigated:
I.

What is the function of educational accountability?
A.

To what degree are teachers familiar with per
formance objectives?

B.

To what degree have job descriptions been
defined to teachers?

C.

To what degree do teachers feel their exper
iences, in colleges of teacher education,
32
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prepared them to meet an accountability-based
educational system?

D.

Are teachers generally in favor of seeing edu
cational accountability become a reality?

E.

Would teachers be more favorable toward an
accountability system if in-service training
(or other techniques) provided teachers with
precisely those skills for which they would
be held accountable?

F.

How do teachers feel about accountability as
a means o f :
1.

G.

II.

Weeding out non-productive teachers.

2.

Insuring student achievement.

3.

Providing rewards for teachers who
demonstrate effectiveness.

4.

Demonstrating to parents the school's
concern for effectiveness.

5.

Making teachers the scapegoats for prob
lems over which they really have no con
trol.

6.

Weakening the effectiveness of teacher
organizations.

7.

Identifying teachers who could use addi
tional training.

Do teachers feel that learning under an account
ability system would be as relaxing as it is
currently?

Who do teachers feel should be accountable for students'
success in school at the grade levels they teach?
A.

Teachers

B.

Administrators

C.

Board members

D.

Parents (home motivation)

E.

Students (self motivation)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

III.

For what student behaviors should the school system be
held accountable?
A.

Communications skills

B.

Mathematics skills

C.

Social studies

D.

Natural science

E.

Fine arts

F.

Health

G.

Physical education

H.

Foreign language

I.

Enjoyment of school

J.

Prevention of property destruction

K.

Prevention of personal attacks

Who should be involved in the planning of an accountability
program?
A.

Teachers

B.

Administrators

C.

Board members

D.

Students

E.

Parents

F.

Outside experts

The results of responses to these objectives were analyzed on the
basis of:

(1) the degree status of the respondents; (2) the number

of years teaching experience; and (3) the grade level at which they
taught.
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Summary

In summary, these objectives were derived as a result of con
versations with individuals in the Michigan Department of Education
and the Michigan Education Association, as well as a review of the
literature.

The primary objective was to identify areas of concern

which, to this point, have not been documented.

Research Design and Procedure

This section describes:

(1) the initial attempts to identify

a sample of Michigan teachers; (2) the population and the sample
which was derived; (3) the survey instrument; (4) the survey pro
cedure; (5) results of survey procedure; and (6) representativeness
of the sample.

Initial attempt to identify a. sample
of Michigan teachers

Initial attempts at determining a sample for this study con
sisted of approaching the Public School System of Battle Creek,
Michigan.

Prior to a meeting with administrative officials from

the Battle Creek schools, a meeting was held between this investi
gator and the president of the Battle Creek Educational Association.
The purpose of the study was outlined and the items contained in the
Accountability Reaction Survey (Appendix A) were discussed in detail.
Reaction from the Battle Creek Educational Association was supportive
of the conduct of this investigation.

The following meeting held

between this investigator and administrators from the Battle Creek
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Public Schools resulted in the refusal on the School District's part
to aid in the conduct of this investigation.

They indicated that

the issue of educational accountability was already causing a slight
degree of unrest among teachers in the School District and they did
not wish, at that time, to aggravate the situation.
The Michigan Education Association was then approached and the
purpose of the investigation was discussed in great detail.

The

MEA provided a great amount of assistance in furthering the develop
ment of the survey instrument.

They expressed a desire to cooperate

in the conduct of the investigation, but this option was not exer
cised for the following reasons:

First, not all teachers in the

State of Michigan belong to the Michigan Education Association.
Some belong to other teacher organizations while others have no pro
fessional affiliation.

Second, the data system at the Michigan Edu

cation Association was not in a format that could easily identify
teachers with K-6 assignments, nor could it identify a sample repre
sentative of school districts throughout the state.

Population and sample

The population in this study consisted of the entire profes
sional staff with assignments from grades K to 6 in the State of
Michigan as identified by the Michigan Department of Education in
its 1970-71 Census.

A sample with an N of 1,000 was obtained by a

computer procedure.

Starting at the twenty-sixth name, every forty-

first name was accessed from a computer tape containing this infor
mation.

The twenty-sixth position was determined by pointing blind
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folded to that number in a table of random numbers ranging from 1 to
41.

Since the entire population of K-6 teachers was 41,040, the

procedure produced a sample of 1,000.

The survey instrument

The accountability reaction survey (Appendix A) was designed to
answer those questions previously stated as the objectives of this
investigation.

The first four questions of the survey gathered

information on the grade level being taught, the name and location
of the school, the degree status of the respondent and the total
number of years of full-time teaching experience.
The initial questions were followed by a definition of account
ability :
Educational accountability is the assumption of respon
sibility by school personnel for student growth on the
dimensions of academic achievement and social develop
ment. It also means that teachers and administrators
are willing to bear the consequences for their actions.
Among the methods used to achieve accountability are
the following:
(a) The setting of performance objec
tives for every course and grade level; (b) Written
job descriptions; (c) Improved evaluation procedures
applying to program as well as students and teachers;
(d) Performance contracts; (e) National and State
assessment.
This definition of accountability was constructed on the basis of
discussions with and information obtained from individuals and of
publications from the Michigan Department of Education and the Mich
igan Educational Association.

The definition of accountability was

given to provide each respondent with a common frame of reference
from which to respond.
Question 5 follows the definition.

It reads, "Overall, how
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would you rate students in your subject area on how hard they try
in school?"

The question was included as a potential correlate

with other items in the survey.
Question 6 reads, "Given our definition of educational account
ability, please respond to the following items by circling the num
ber on the continuum which comes closest to your feelings."

Fifteen

statements followed that dealt with various areas of apparent or
anticipated concern to teachers.

Statements A through L represent

concerns in the area of accountability expressed in the literature
and by the State Department of Education and the Michigan Educa
tional Association.

Statements M, N and 0 were included to deter

mine the degree to which job descriptions have been defined to the
respondents, the respondents' familiarity with performance objec
tives, and the extent to which performance objectives had been
implemented in the respondents' grade levels.
Question 7 reads, "Circle the number on the continuum which
reflects your feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for
the students' success in school at the grade level you teach."

The

question was included to determine how teachers felt their accep
tance of accountability compared to that of others.
Question 8 reads, "What student behaviors do you feel the
school system should be held accountable for?"

The question was

included to determine in which areas teachers were more or less
willing to accept accountability.
Question 9 reads, "Circle the number on the continuum which
reflects your feelings as to the degree of involvement each party
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should have in planning an Accountability Program."

The question

was included to provide information regarding teachers' feelings
on this matter for future planning strategies.

Survey procedures

The Accountability Reaction Survey and a cover letter (Appen
dix A) were mailed to the sample of teachers at their school dis
trict addresses, along with an addressed and stamped return enve
lope.

The survey instruments were not mailed to school building

addresses, as this information was not available from the State
Department of Education.

Of the 1,000 surveys mailed out, 364

were returned by the respondents; 8 could not be delivered for mis
cellaneous reasons.

After a significant number of surveys were

returned by mail, it became apparent that, of the one hundred ques
tionnaires which were sent to teachers in the Detroit Public
Schools, none were returned.

A phone call was placed to the

Detroit Public Schools and it was learned that the questionnaires
were not forwarded to the teachers, as this would have required an
exorbitant amount of staff time to locate each teacher and his
respective school building in the Detroit Public Schools Directory.
The investigator then requested a copy of the School Directory,
indicating that the research project would assume this responsibil
ity.

After determining the reason for this inquiry, administrators

in the Detroit Public Schools indicated their opposition to this
investigation, as they also felt the subject of educational account
ability was, at this point, too volatile an issue.

In addition,
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they indicated that the Detroit Public Schools system was highly
involved in resolving the issue of school busing and that for them
to undertake another issue at this time would not be in their best
interest.

The issue was then dropped and the one hundred question

naires that were sent to teachers in the Detroit Public Schools
were not counted in the results of this investigation.
Six weeks after the initial mailing, the rate of receiving
returns had dropped to zero.

At this point, postcards (Appendix A)

were mailed to all those who did not respond to the initial mailing
as a reminder and a plea to return their questionnaires, if they
had not yet done so.

As a result of the follow-up, an additional

sixty-nine surveys were returned.

Four weeks after the postcards

were mailed and returns had again decreased to zero, survey instru
ments along with a new cover letter and a stamped, addressed return
envelope were again sent to fifty randomly selected teachers who
had, as then, not responded.

The purpose of this last mailing was

to determine if teachers who had not responded to either the ini
tial mailing or the follow-up postcard had feelings regarding the
area of educational accountability which were different from those
who did respond.

Of those fifty, twelve were returned.

In all,

445 were returned.

Results of survey procedure

Surveys which were returned were key-punched on computer cards
and stored on a computer disc.

Initial analysis of the data was

conducted to determine if there were any differences between
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responses from those who had returned the survey instrument as the
result of the first mailing, the follow-up postcard, and the random
sample of fifty from those who had not responded to either the first
mailing or the follow-up postcard.
The results of a one-way analysis of variance on these three
groups are presented in Table 1.
Of the thirty-eight items analyzed, the null hypothesis for
Item 6K was rejected at the .01 level of significance, and the null
hypothesis for Item 6M was rejected at the .05 level of signifi
cance.

The remaining thirty-six null hypotheses were not rejected

at the .05 level of significance.

Probabilities would suggest that,

out of a possible thirty-eight items, these statistically signifi
cant differences would reasonably occur by chance.

The items in

the left-hand column of the table match the items on the Account
ability Reaction Survey (Appendix A ) .
A one-way analysis of variance conducted on returns from a
first mailing, the follow-up postcard and the random sample of
fifty from those who had not responded to either the first mailing
or the follow-up postcard indicated that there were only two items
where statistically significant differences were found.

Given the

number of items, these differences would reasonably occur by
chance.

Analysis of returns by school district indicated a sample

was employed which was representative of teachers throughout the
state.
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TABLE 1.— Analyses of variance for survey items on returns from first mailing, returns from follow-up
postcard, and returns from second mailing

of the copyright ow ner.

Item

Number

First Mailing
Standard
Mean
Deviation

Postcard
Number

Mean

Standard
Deviation

Number

Second Mailing
Standard
Mean
Deviation

F

Signif
icance

What is the Function of Educational Accountability?

Further reproduction
prohibited

5
6A
6B
6C
6D
6E
6F
6G
6H
61
6J
6K
6L
6M
6N
60

350
360
362
360
361
360
357
360
359
361
359
357
358
357
359
356

2.42
3.20
3.09
2.66
3.41
3.07
2.64
3.37
2.84
3.85
2.94
2.18
3.54
2.54
3.30
2.63

.75
1.30
1.37
1.40
1.31
1.44
1.35
1.24
1.30
1.23
1.36
1.25
1.34
1.19
1.04
1.13

66
69
69
66
68
68
68
68
68
68
67
68
68
68
69
67

2.45
2.97
3.03
2.56
3.47
3.10
2.72
1.53
2.69
3.68
3.06
2.57
3.53
2.21
3.19
2.58

.76
1.20
1.38
1.28
1.34
1.45
1.34
1.24
1.37
1.27
1.40
1.53
1.43
1.09
1.07
1.17

12
11
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
11
12
12
12
12
11

2.42
3.45
3.42
2.50
3.83
2.67
2.92
3.33
2.58
4.08
2.73
2.92
3.42
3.00
3.33
3.18

.76
.78
1.32
1.12
.90
1.12
.76
1.18
.86
1.04
1.21
1.11
1.32
1.22
.94
1.03

.06 N.S.
1.22 N.S.
.41 N.S.
.20 N.S.
.65 N.S.
.48 N.S.
.33 N.S.
.01 N.S.
.57 N.S.
.81 N.S.
.36 N.S.
4.25 .01
.05 N.S.
3.39 .05
.35 N.S.
1.35 N.S.

without p erm ission.

Who Should Be Accountable for the Students' Success in School?

7A
7B
7C

360
362
361

3.90
3.12
2.45

.85
.97
1.17

68
69
68

3.67
2.96
2.40

.90
.98
1.24

11
11
11

4.00
2.64
1.91

.85
.48
.79

2.34
1.96
1.16

N.S,
N.S,
N.S
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TABLE 1— Continued

Item

of the copyright ow ner.

7D
7E

Number
360
359

First Mailing
Standard
Mean
Deviation
4.14
3.97

.86
.88

Postcard
Number

Mean

69
69

4.23
4.00

Standard
Deviation
.85
.99

Number
11
11

Second Mailing
Standard
Mean
Deviation
4.36
4.27

.64
.75

F

Signif
icance

Further reproduction
prohibited
without p erm ission.

.61
.64

N.S.
N.S.

1.39
.68
.04
.95
1.29
.11
.07
1.87
.38
.99
1.03

N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.

.24
.74
.46
.66
2.18
1.21

N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.
N.S.

For What Student Behaviors Should the School System Be Held Accountable?

8A
8B
8C
8D
8E
8F
8G
8H
81
8J
8K

359
359
358
359
359
359
359
354
358
355
356

3.73
3.97
3.63
3.57
3.24
3.01
3.31
3.05
3.65
2.98
3.01

.73
.72
.74
.71
.80
.88
.82
1.24
.88
1.00
1.01

69
69
69
68
68
68
68
65
68
68
68

3.57
3.87
3.57
3.47
3.18
3.06
3.34
3.23
3.75
2.90
2.97

.91
.87
.91
.85
.80
.75
.80
1.25
.96
.96
1.06

12
12
12
12
12
11
12
12
12
12
12

3.67
4.08
3.50
3.75
3.58
3.00
3.25
2.50
3.67
3.33
3.42

.85
.86
.87
.72
.86
.85
.72
.96
1.11
.85
.64

Who Should Be Involved in the Planning of an Accountability Program?

9A
9B
9C
9D
9E
9F

357
358
357
355
356
352

4.55
4.03
3.01
3.23
3.41
3.22

.71
.99
1.21
1.20
1.16
1.22

67
67
66
67
67
65

4.52
3.88
2.97
3.25
3.16
3.20

.76
1.11
1.28
1.25
1.25
1.19

12
12
12
12
12
12

4.42
3.83
2.67
2.83
2.92
2.67

.64
.69
1.03
1.21
.49
.85

44
Representativeness of the sample

Appendix B consists of a map of the State.of Michigan which
Identifies school districts in which teachers completed and
returned the survey instruments.

The dots on the map do not

reflect the numbers returned from each district, as this varied as
a function of population density in any given part of the state.
It can be seen that the results presented in this study are indeed
representative of the feelings of teachers throughout the State of
Michigan.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of The Accountability Reac
tion Survey.

The first section describes information regarding the

sample used in this investigation.

The second section reports the

results of reactions to survey items concerned with teachers' opin
ions of the function of educational accountability.

The third sec

tion reports the results of teachers' opinions regarding who they
feel should be accountable for the students' success in school.
The fourth section reports the results of teachers1' feelings as to
what student behaviors they feel the school system should be held
accountable.

The fifth section reports the results of who teachers

feel ought to be involved in the planning of an accountability
system.

Description of the Sample

This section provides information which describes the sample
relating to:

(1) the grade level at which the respondents taught;

(2) the level of college degree held; (3) the total number of years
of teaching experience.

These data are of a descriptive nature

only, and therefore no statistical analysis of them beyond percent
age figures is provided.
In the data analysis which follows, grade levels at which
respondents taught were grouped in the following manner:

Grades K,

45

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

1, 2, and 3 were grouped as Lower Elementary; Grades 4, 5, and 6
were grouped as Upper Elementary; and Grades 7 and 8 were grouped
as Junior High.

TABLE 2.— Grade level of respondents— number in sample = 445

Grade Level

Percentage

Lower Elementary
K
1
.2
3

8.3
13.0
13.3
13.9

Upper Elementary
4
5
6

14.1
14.6
11.2

Junior High
7
8
No response

3.2
1.4
6.1

Given the results of the data in Table 2, the objectives under
investigation will be analyzed by Lower Elementary (grades K, 1, 2,
and 3), Upper Elementary (grades 4, 5, and 6), and Junior High
(grades 7 and 8).
Table 3 presents the breakdown of responses by the degree sta
tus of the respondents.

The objectives under investigation will be

analyzed by grouping responses on the basis of those who held a
Bachelor's degree or less and those who held a Master's degree or
greater.
Table 4 presents the breakdown of responses by the number of
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TABLE 3.— Highest earned college degree of respondents— number in
sample = 445

Degree Status

Percentage

No degree

0.7

Degree or diploma based on
less than four years' work

0.2

Bachelor's degree

65.6

Master's degree

31.2

Professional or Specialist
degree (sixth year)

2.0

Doctor's degree

0.2

No response

0

TABLE 4.— Total number of years of full time teaching experience of
respondents— number in sample = 445

Years of Teaching

Percentage

None
1 or 2

0.2
11.7

3 or 4
5 to 9

18.0
24.5

10 to 14
15 to 19

15.1
13.5

20 to 29
30 or more

10.3
6.7

years of teaching experience of the respondents.

The objectives

under investigation will be analyzed by grouping those with 0-2
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years experience into one group, those with 3-9 years experience
into a second group, those with 10-19 years experience into a third
group, and those with 20 or more years experience into a fourth
group.

The Function of Educational Accountability

This section reports the results of teachers' responses to
survey items 6A through 60 of the Accountability Reaction Survey,
which were addressed to the question of what teachers felt was the
function of educational accountability.
The pages which follow present these data in several modes.
The results of the Accountability Reaction Survey are presented on
two consecutive pages for each item in the survey.

The first page

for each item presents a breakdown for that item by:

(1) the grade

level at which the respondents taught; (2) the level of college
degree held; (3) the total number of years of teaching experience.
The statistics provided consist of:

(1) the number of respondents

in each category; (2) the mean response on the survey instrument;
(3) the standard deviation; (4) F ratios; (5) total degrees of
freedom; (6) the level of significance at which the null hypothesis
was either rejected or not rejected.
The second page for each item consists of the item as it was
stated to the respondent in the survey instrument.

Under that is

a histogram presenting the percentages of all responses to that
item.
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TABLE 5.— Analysis of item 6A by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
191
63
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.14
3.18
3.24
3.17

1.28
1.31
1.16
1.28

F = 0.150
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

3.20
3.11
3.17

1.26
1.30
1.28

F = 0.455
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
125
74
440

3.43
3.19
3.04
3.16
3.17

1.17
1.24
1.38
1.24
1.28

F = 1.201
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers tended

to lean slightly towards agreeing that accountability is a means of
weeding out non-productive teachers,.
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Histogram 1.— Analysis of item 6A
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
A.

It's a means of "weeding out" non-productive teachers.

32.1%

14.8%

No
Response

14.6%

I III
1
Disagree

2

3

4

5

Agree
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TABLE 6.— Analysis of item 6B by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
191
64
443

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.04
3.17
2.98
3.09

1.35
1.39
1.35
1.37

F = 0.674
Degrees of Freedom = 442
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

295
148
443

3.12
3.03
3.09

1.36
1.38
1.37

F = 0.438
Degrees of Freedom = 442
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
189
185
76
443

3.02
3.07
3.04
3.26
3.09

1.32
1.35
1.44
1.33
1.37

F = 0.518
Degrees of Freedom = 442
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of s ignificance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years pf
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers' feelings

were relatively neutral regarding the position that educational account
ability is a means of insuring student achievement to a greater degree
than we now do.
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Histogram 2.--Analysis of item 6B
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
B.

No
Response

It's a means of insuring student achievement to a
greater degree than we do now.

1
Disagree

3

4

5
Agree
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TABLE 7.— Analysis of item 6C by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
188
64
438

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.58
2. 72
2.58
2.64

1.34
1.39
1.41
1.37

F = 0.540
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the: .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
146
438

2.66
2.60
2.64

1.38
1.35
1.37

F = 0.217
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
185
126
74
438

2.83
2.74
2.44
2.59
2.64

1.44
1.33
1.41
1.32
1.37

437
F = 1.620
Degrees of Freedom = <
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers generally

tend to disagree with the position that educational accountability is a
means of providing extra pay (or comparable reward) to teachers who are
effective.
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Histogram 3.— Analysis of item 6C
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
C.

It's a means of providing extra pay (or comparable
reward to teachers who are effective).

20.5%

20.7%

I

10.3%

No
Response

1
Disagree

Agree
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TABLE 8.— Analysis of item 6D by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
190
62
441

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.49
3.39
3.37
3.43

1.34
1.24
1.41
1.31

F = 0.309
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

295
146
441

3.47
3.36
3.43

1.28
1.36
1.31

F = 0.711
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
189
125
74
441

3.74
3.44
3.29
3.43
3.43

1.10
1.28
1.47
1.16
1.31

F = 1.466
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers tended

to agree that educational accountability is a way of demonstrating to
parents the school's concern for effectiveness.
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Histogram 4.— Analysis of item 6D
Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
D.

It's a way of demonstrating to parents the school's
concern for effectiveness.

24.0%

1I

12.8%

9.9%

No
Response

1
Disagree
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TABLE 9.— Analysis of item 6E by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
188
64
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.07
3.15
2.78
3.06

1.43
1.41
1.49
1.43

F = 1.574
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

3.03
3.13
3.06

1.45
1.41
1.43

F = 0.485
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
187
126
75
440

3.44
3.07
2.97
2. 92
3.06

1.39
1.40
1.48
1.41
1.43

F = 1.651
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

On the average,

teachers were neutral regarding the statement that educational account
ability is a way of making teachers the scapegoats for problems over
which they really have no control.
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Histogram 5.— Analysis of item 6E
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
E.

Response

It's a way of making teachers the scapegoat for
problems which they really have no control over.

Disagree
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TABLE 10.— Analysis of item 6F by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
187
64
437

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.62
2.74
2.55
2.66

1.28
1.39
1.30
1.33

F = 0.683
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

289
148
437

1.34
1.31
1.33

2.58
2.82
2.66

F = 3.351
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
184
125
76
437

2.79
2.74
2.64
2.42
2.66

1.31
1.33
1.33
1.35
1.33

F = 1.197
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers slightly

disagreed with the position that educational accountability is a means
of weakening the effectiveness of teacher organizations.
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Histogram 6.— Analysis of Item 6F
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
F.

It's a means of weakening the effectiveness of
teacher organizations.

25.4%
20.7%

12.6%

No
Response

1
Disagree

2

3

1^

%

*
Agree
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TABLE 11.— Analysis of item 6G by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
188
63
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.22
3.45
3.56
3.37

1.29
1.18
1.22
1.24

F = 2.464
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
147
440

3.36
3.39
3.37

1.23
1.26
1.24

F = 0.055
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
189
124
75
440

3.33
3.44
3.31
3.31
3.37

1.09
1.21
1.38
1.15
1.24

Degrees of Freedom = 439
F = 0.361
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were in

some agreement that educational accountability is a means of identify
ing teachers who could use additional training.
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Histogram 7.— Analysis of item 6G
6

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the^number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
G.

It's a way of identifying teachers who could use
additional training.

33.9%

1I

i:L-9%

No
Response

10.6%

1
Disagree
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TABLE 12.— Analysis of item 6H by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
187
63
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.85
2.82
2.67
2.81

1.31
1.29
1.31
1.30

F = 0.463
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
146
439

2.78
2.88
2.81

1.29
1.32
1.30

F = 0.556
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

51
188
125
75
439

2.69
2.85
2.82
2.79
2.81

1.20
1.24
1.39
1.37
1.30

F = 0.212
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers slightly

disagreed with the position that educational accountability is a "here
today, gone tomorrow" panacea or passing fad.
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Histogram 8.— Analysis of item 6H
Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
H.

It’s a "here today, gone tomorrow" panacea or passing
fad.

29.4%

14.4%

2
Response

Disagree

3

13.9%

II
4

5
Agree

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

65
TABLE 13.— Analysis of item 61 by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
189
63
441

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.80
3.89
3.71
3.83

1.22
1.24
1.25
1.23

F = 0.590
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
148
441

3.85
3.78
3.83

1.21
1.27
1.23

F = 0.281
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
188
125
76
441

3.88
3.76
3.87
3.88
3.83

1.23
1.25
1.25
1.16
1.23

F = 0.322
Degrees of Freedom = 440
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers very

strongly agreed that learning under an accountability system would not
be as relaxed as it currently is.
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Histogram 9.— Analysis of item 61
Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
I.

Learning under an accountability system would not be
as relaxed as it currently is.

29.2%

14.612

10.6%
6.5%

No
Response

I

1
Disagree

■

II

Agree
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TABLE 14.— Analysis of item 6J by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
189
62
437

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.92
2.97
3.03
2.96

1.31
1.41
1.38
1.37

F = 0.170
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the: .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
146
437

2.94
2.99
2.96

1.36
1.38
1.37

F = 0.104
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
186
123
76
437

2.73
2.98
2.89
3.16
2.96

1.24
1.34
1.47
1.32
1.37

F = 1.155
Degrees of Freedom = ■
436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were

generally neutral about seeing educational accountability become a
reality.
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Histogram 10.--Analysis of item 6J
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
J.

I am generally in favor of seeing educational
accountability become a reality.

H

No
Response

1
Disagree

15.3%

Ill

Agree
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TABLE 15.— Analysis of item 6K by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
190
61
437

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.26
2.29
2.13
2.26

1.30
1.34
1.21
1.31

F = 0.361
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

290
147
437

2.21
2.35
2.26

1.28
1.36
1.31

F = 1.008
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
188
123
74
437

2.04
2.18
2.11
2.86
2.26

1.21
1.22
1.27
1.47
1.31

F = 6.818
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis rejected at the .01 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level and degree status did not
result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level of
significance for this item. Analysis of variance by years of teaching
experience resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the
.01 level of significance for this item.

Visual inspection of sample

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

70

Histogram 11.— Analysis of item 6K
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
K.

My college experiences in the education department pre
pared me to meet accountability based objectives.

38.2%

Response
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means of this Item suggest the variance may be accounted for by the
sample mean of those teachers with 20 or more years experience
(2.86), as compared to those with 0-2 years experience (2.04),
those with 3-9 years experience (2.18), and those with 10-19 years
experience (2.11).

In general, teachers greatly disagreed with

the position that their college experiences in the education
department prepared them to meet accountability-based objectives.
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TABLE 16.— Analysis of item 6L by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
188
61
438

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.59
3.50
3.51
3.54

1.33
1.35
1.43
1.36

F = 0.212
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
147
438

3.53
3.56
3.54

1.35
1.37
1.36

F = 0.043
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
188
123
75
438

3.38
3.65
3.30
3.75
3.54

1.36
1.35
1.43
1.16
1.36

F = 2.545
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Given the added

stipulation of in-service training (or other techniques) which would
provide them with those skills for which they would be held account
able, teachers strongly agreed that they would be favorable towards an
accountability system.
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Histogram 12.— Analysis of item 6L
Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
L.

I'd be favorable towards an accountability system if
in-service training (or other techniques) provided me
with precisely those skills for which I would be held
accountable.

26.5%

13.3%

I
1
8 .1%

Response

Disagree
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TABLE 17.— Analysis of item 6M by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
188
61
437

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.51
2.48
2.54
2.50

1.23
1.12
1.22
1.18

F = 0.068
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

289
148
437

2.50
2.50
2.50

1.13
1.27
1.18

F = 0.000
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
187
124
74
437

2.38
2.44
2.60
2.55
2.50

1.04
1.13
1.27
1.24
1.18

F = 0.631
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt, to

a greater degree, that job descriptions had not been defined to them
for their teaching positions.
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Histogram 13.— Analysis of item 6M
6

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
M.

To what degree has a job description been defined to
you for your teaching position?

27.4%

Responsi

Completely
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TABLE 18.— Analysis of item 6N by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

190
190
60
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.22
3.33
3.35
3.28

1.00
1.07
1.11
1.04

F = 0.619
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

3.28
3.29
3.28

1.04
1.05
1.04

F = 0.008
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
188
125
75
440

3.00
3.18
3.48
3.43
3.28

1.00
1.00
1.03
1.11
1.04

Degrees of Freedom = 439
F = 3.965
.01 level of i
significance.
Null hypothesis rejected at the ,

Analysis of variance by grade level and degree status did not
result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level of
significance for this item. Analysis of variance by years of teaching
experience resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .01
level of significance for this item.

Visual inspection of sample
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Histogram 14.— Analysis of item 6N
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
N.

Responsi

How familiar are you with performance objectives?

Completely
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means of this item suggest the variance may be accounted for by
the sample means of those teachers with 0-2 years experience
(3.00), and those with 3-9 years experience (3.18), as compared to
those teachers with 10-19 years experience (3.48) and those with
20 or more years experience (3.43).

The implication is that

teachers with 10 or more years of teaching experience are more
familiar with performance objectives than are those with 9 years
or less experience.

In general, teachers indicated that they were

reasonably familiar with performance objectives.
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TABLE 19.— Analysis of item 60 by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

187
185
62
434

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.65
2.63
2.61
2.64

1.15
1.09
1.21
1.14

F = 0.032
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

289
145
434

2.63
2.65
2.64

1.10
1.20
1.14

F = 0.017
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
186
121
75
434

2.56
2.50
2.68
2.97
2.64

1.06
1.08
1.19
1.15
1.14

F = 3.272
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level and degree status did not
result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level of
significance for this item. Analysis of variance by years of teaching
experience resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the
.05 level of significance for this item.

Visual inspection of sample
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Histogram 15.— Analysis of item 60
6.

Given our definition of educational accountability, please
respond to the following items by circling the number on
the continuum which comes closest to your feelings.
0.

To what extent have performance objectives been
implemented in your grade level?

29.7%

No
Response

Completely
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means of this item suggest the greatest source of variance is
between those teachers with 3-9 years experience (2.50) and those
with 20 or more years experience (2.97).

With regard to years of

teaching experience, it appears that performance objectives have
been implemented in the grade levels of those teachers with 10 or
more years experience to a greater degree than those with 9 years
or less experience.

In general, performance objectives have been

implemented to a moderate degree in grade levels for most respon
dents .

Summary

The results of an analysis of variance of the fifteen items
in this section resulted in the rejection of three null hypotheses:
two at the .01 level of significance and one at the .05 level of
significance.

These differences, in all cases, were related to

years of teaching experience.

It is interesting to note that all

three items dealt with the specific issue of performance or
accountability-based objectives.

The differences that occurred

indicated that teachers with greater experience tended to feel that:
(1) their college experiences in the Education Department prepared
them to meet accountability-based objectives to a greater degree
than those with less teaching experience; (2) those teachers with
greater experience were more familiar with performance objectives
than those with less experience; and (3) performance objectives
have been implemented in the grade levels of those teachers with
more experience than those with less experience.

The relationship
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between the last two would appear to be a direct result of the
degree to which experiences in the Education Departments prepared
teachers for the educational demands currently being called for.
In summary, teachers tended to lean slightly towards agreeing
that accountability is a means of weeding out non-productive
teachers.

They were rather neutral regarding the position that

educational accountability is a means of insuring student achieve
ment to a greater degree than we now do.

They generally disagreed

that educational accountability is a means of proving a reward to
teachers who are effective.

Teachers tended to agree that educa

tional accountability is a way of demonstrating to parents the
school's concern for effectiveness.

On the average, teachers were

rather neutral regarding the statement that educational account
ability is a way of making teachers the scapegoats for problems
over which they really have no control.

In terms of its effect

upon teacher organizations, respondents slightly disagreed that
educational accountability is a means of weakening their effective
ness.

Teachers were in some agreement that educational account

ability is a means of identifying teachers who could use additional
training.

They slightly disagreed with the position that educa

tional accountability is a "here today, gone tomorrow" panacea or
passing fad.

Teachers very strongly agreed that learning under an

accountability system would not be as relaxed as it currently is.
They were neutral about seeing educational accountability become
a reality, but became much more favorable towards the position,
providing they were first taught those skills (by in-service
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training or some other method) for which they would be held
accountable.

In general, teachers very strongly disagreed with

the statement that their college experiences in the department of
education prepared them to meet accountability-based objectives.
For the most part, teachers felt that job descriptions had not
been defined to them for their teaching positions.

They did, how

ever, indicate that they were quite familiar with performance
objectives.

Who Should Be Accountable for the Students'
Success in School?

This section reports the results of teachers' responses to
survey items 7A through 7E of the Accountability Reaction Survey,
which were addressed to the question of who teachers feel should
be responsible for the students' success in school.

The pages

which follow present these data in the same format as in the pre
vious section.
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TABLE 20.— Analysis of item 7A by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
188
63
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.85
3.85
3.97
3.87

0.86
0.89
0.78
0.86

F = 0.049
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
146
439

3.90
3.79
3.87

0.85
0.88
0.86

F = 1.491
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance,

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
124
74
439

3.87
3,78
3.88
4.05
3.87

0,80
0.86
0.88
0.85
Q.86

F = 1.792
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers strongly

felt that they (teachers) should be held accountable to a great degree
for the students' success in school.
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Histogram 16.— Analysis of item 7A
7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for the
students' success in school at the grade level you teach.

A.

Teachers

42.0%

Response

Least accountable

Most accountable
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TABLE 21.— Analysis of item 7B by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
190
63
442

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.04
3.18
2.89
3.08

0.98
0.95
0.96
0.97

F = 2.514
Degrees of Freedom = 441
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

294
148
442

3.09
3.06
3.08

0.96
0.98
0.97

F = 0.079
Degrees of Freedom = 441
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
125
76
442

3. U
2.96
3.17
3.21
3.08

0.90
0.95
1.02
0.95
0.97

F = 1.827
Degrees of Freedom = 441
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were

rather neutral regarding the position that administrators should be
held accountable for the students' success in school.
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Histogram 17.— Analysis of item 7B
7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for the
students’ success in school at the grade level you teach.
B.

Administrators

42.9%

No
Response

1
Least accountable

Most accountable
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TABLE 22.— Analysis of item 7C by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
188
63
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.42
2.54
2.13
2.43

1.15
1.19
1.18
1.18

F = 2.966
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

2.42
2.45
2.43

1.18
1.17
1.18

F = 0.086
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
125
74
440

.2.40
2.36
2.50
2.51
2.43

1.10
1.18
1.18
1.21
1.18

F = 0.476
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers, for the

most part, tended to feel that board members should be held less
accountable for the students' success in school.
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Histogram 1 8 .— Analysis of item 7C
7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for the
students' success in school at the grade level you teach.
C.

Board Members

29.7%

No
Response

Least accountable

Most accountable
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TABLE 23.— Analysis of item 7D by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
189
63
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

4.16
4.13
4.27
4.16

0.80
0.92
0.78
0.86

F = 0.612
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
147
440

4.26
3.97
4.16

0.83
0.87
0.86

Degrees of Freedom = 439
F = 12.045
Null hypothesis rejected at the .01 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
125
74
440

4.32
4.16
4.17
4.04
4.16

0.86
0.79
0.84
1. 00
0.86

F = 1.105
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level and years of teaching exper
ience did not result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the
.05 level of significance for this item. Analysis of variance by degree
status resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .01
level of significance for this item.

These results indicated that
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Histogram 19.— Analysis of item 7D
7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for the
students' success in school at the grade level you teach.
D.

Response

Parents (home motivation)

Least accountable

Most accountable
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those teachers who held a Bachelor's degree or less felt that parents
should assume a greater degree of responsibility for the students'
success in school than did those teachers with a Master's degree or
greater.

In general, most teachers strongly agreed that parents

should assume a great degree of accountability.
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TABLE 24.— Analysis of item 7E by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
189
62
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.97
4.02
3.90
3.98

0.87
0.91
0.93
0.90

F = 0.393
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

293
146
439

3.98
3.98
3.98

0.92
0.86
0.90

F = 0.000
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
124
74
439

3.94
4.01
3.95
3.97
3.98

0.83
0.86
0.97
0.91
0.90

F = 0.144
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

very strongly that students should be held most accountable for their
success in school.
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Histogram 20.--Analysis of item 7E
7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to who you feel should be accountable for the
students' success in school at the grade level you teach.
E.

Students (self motivation)

36.2%

Response

Least accountable

Most accountable
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Summary

The results of teachers' feelings relating to who they feel
should be accountable for students' success in school resulted in
the rejection of only one null hypothesis at the .01 level of sig
nificance.

This difference indicated that teachers with a Bachelor's

degree or less felt that parents should assume a greater degree of
accountability for student success in school than those teachers who
held a Master's degree or greater.
In summary, teachers felt that parents should assume the great
est degree of responsibility for the students' success in school,
with the student assuming somewhat less responsibility.

Those who

teachers felt ranked third in accepting responsibility for student
success were teachers themselves.

They felt administrators should

have to assume less responsibility than teachers, and that board
members should be least accountable.

The results of this section

cast some serious doubts as to whether teachers truly understand the
concept of accountability as it relates to student-teacher classroom
interactions.

For What Student Behaviors Should the School
System Be Held Accountable?

This section reports the results of teachers' responses to sur
vey items 8A through 8K of the Accountability Reaction Survey, which
were addressed to the question of what student behaviors do teachers
feel the school system should be held accountable.

Pages which fol

low present these data in the same format as the previous two sections.
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TABLE 25.— Analysis of item 8A by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
190
61
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.67
3.68
3.90
3.70

0.72
0.81
0.74
0.77

F = 2.353
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

3.71
3.70
3.71

0.77
0.77
0.77

F = 0.028
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
189
124
74
440

3.49
3.69
3.74
3.84
3.70

0.79
0.74
0.79
0.74
0.77

F = 2.256
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

very strongly that the school system should assume a great degree of
accountability for teaching communications skills.
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Histogram 21.— Analysis of item 8A
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?

A.

Communications skills

51.7%

30.6%

11.9%

1.1%

1.1%

|
4

Response

No accountability

I

5
Complete
accountability
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TABLE 26.— Analysis of item 8B by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
190
61
440

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.95
3.93
4.07
3.96

0.71
0.81
0.67
0.75

F = 0.791
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

292
148
440

4.00
3.88
3.96

0.69
0.85
0.75

F = 2.416
Degrees of Freedom r= 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of signif i.cance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
189
124
74
440

3.94
3.97
3.89
4.05
3.96

0.81
0.73
Q. 79
Q. 71
0.75

F = 0.781
Degrees of Freedom = 439
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of signif i.cance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

very strongly that the school system should assume a great degree of
accountability for teaching mathematics skills.
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Histogram 22.--Analysis of item 8B
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
B.

Mathematics skills

54.4%

1.1%
No
Response

.9%

1.6%

2
1
No accountability

4
5
Complete
accountability
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TABLE 27.— Analysis of item 8C by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

189
189
61
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.54
3.62
3.80
3.62

0.69
0.86
0.67
0.77

F = 2.636
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
148
439

3.66
3.52
3.62

0.71
0.87
0.77

F = 3.397
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
189
124
74
439

3.44
3.62
3.59
3.77
3.62

0.72
0.74
0.82
0.76
0.77

Degrees of Freedom = 438
F = 1.935
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

quite strongly that the school system should assume a great degree of
accountability for teaching social studies.
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Histogram 23.— Analysis of item 8C
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
C.

Response

Social Studies

No accountability

Complete
accountability
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TABLE 28.— Analysis of item 8D by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
190
61
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.49
3.61
3.61
3.56

0.66
0.79
0.77
0.73

F = 1.318
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
148
439

3.58
3.51
3.56

0.71
0.78
0.73

F = 0.909
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
124
74
439

3.62
3.60
3.48
3.54
3.56

0.62
0.72
0.80
0.72
0.73

F = 0.785
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

quite strongly that the school system should assume a high degree of
accountability for teaching natural science.
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Histogram 24.— Analysis of item 8D
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
D.

Natural science

46.7%

40.2%

Response

No accountability

Complete
accountability
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TABLE 29.— Analysis of item 8E by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
190
61
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.29
3.16
3.33
3.24

0.73
0.85
0.88
0.81

F = 1.619
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
148
439

3.28
3.16
3.24

0.77
0.88
0.81

F = 2.153
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
124
74
439

3.19
3.16
3.27
3.43
3.24

0.67
0.79
0.84
0.86
0.80

F = 2.179
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

To a slight degree,

teachers felt the school system should be held accountable for teaching
fine arts.
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Histogram 25.— Analysis of item 8E
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
E.

Fine arts

52.1%

27.4%

11.24%

■
1.4%
No
Response

2.0%

■

1

■

2
1
No accountability

4
5
Complete
accountability
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TABLE 30.— Analysis of item 8F by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

187
190
61
438

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.96
3.00
3.21
3.01

0.80
0.86
0.99
0.86

F = 1.999
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

290
148
438

2.99
3.05
3.01

0.84
0.89
0.86

F = 0.491
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance,

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
187
124
74
438

2.89
3.06
2.95
3.08
3.01

0.84
0.79
0.97
0.83
0.86

F = 0.964
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were

neutral regarding the degree of accountability which they felt the
school system should assume in the area of health.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

107

Histogram 26.— Analysis of item 8F
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
F.

1.6%

m
No
Response

Health

H

■
1
2
No accountability

4
5
Complete
accountability
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TABLE 31.— Analysis of Item 8G by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
190
61
439

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.35
3.22
3.52
3.32

0.78
0.82
0.82
0.81

F = 3.474
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
148
439

3.36
3.24
3.32

0.78
0.87
0.81

F = 2.179
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
188
124
74
439

3.28
3.31
3.32
3.34
3.32

0.74
0.79
0.92
0.7 2
0.81

F = 0.050
Degrees of Freedom = 438
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by degree status and years of teaching exper
ience did not result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05
level of significance for this item. Analysis of variance by grade
level resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level
of significance for this item.

Visual inspection of sample means of
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Histogram 27.— Analysis of item 8G
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
G.

Physical education

48.1%

32.0%

No

accountability

Complete
accountability
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this item indicate that Junior High teachers felt the school system
should be held accountable for teaching physical education to a
greater degree (3.52) than did Lower Elementary (3.35) or Upper
Elementary (3.22) teachers.

There does not appear to be any rela

tionship worth noting between grade level at which teachers instruct
and their feelings on this item.

In general, teachers' feelings are

moderately strong regarding the position that the school system
should be held accountable for the students' success in physical
education.
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TABLE 32.— Analysis of Item 8H by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

187
184
60
431

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.03
3.07
3.12
3.06

1.24
1.22
1.28
1.24

F = 0.117
Degrees of Freedom = 430
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 leve]. of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total
'

286
145
431

3.15
2.88
3.06

1.21
1.27
1.24

F = 4.536
Degrees of Freedom = 430
Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
187
122
69
431

2.92
3.05
3.05
3.20
3.06

1.27
1.15
1.34
1.25
1.24

F = 0.522
Degrees of Freedom = 430
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level and years of teaching exper
ience did not result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the
.05 level of significance for this item. Analysis of variance by degree
status resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05
level of significance for this item.

These results indicated that
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Histogram 28.— Analysis of item 8H
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
H.

Foreign language

30.8%

16.0%

13.9%

m

wm

H

■

■

13.5%

.11III
1

Response

No

2

accountability

3

4

5

accountability
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those teachers who held a Bachelor’s degree or less felt that the
school system should be held accountable for teaching a foreign
language to a greater degree than those teachers with a Master's
degree or greater.

For the most part, teachers were rather neutral

regarding the degree of responsibility they felt the school system
should assume in the teaching of foreign language.
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TABLE 33.— Analysis of item 81 by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

188
189
61
438

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.61
3.66
3.84
3.66

0.89
0.90
0.93
0.90

F = 1.486
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
147
438

3. 70
3.59
3.66

0.81
1.06
0.90

F = 1.606
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rej ected at the: .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
186
124
75
438

3.68
3. 70
3.53
3.76
3.66

0.93
0.94
0.88
0.81
0.9 0

F = 1.287
Degrees of Freedom = 437
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

quite strongly that the school system should be held highly account
able for the students' enjoyment of school.
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Histogram 29.--Analysis of Item 81
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
I.

Enjoyment of school

42.9%

32.1%

No
Response

1
2
No accountability

4
5
Complete
accountability
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TABLE 34.— Analysis of item 8J by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

185
188
62
435

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.97
2.94
3.15
2.98

0.96
1.03
0.96
1.00

F = 1.048
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

290
145
435

3.02
2.89
2.98

0.96
1.06
1.00

F = 1.764
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
186
122
74
435

3.17
2.96
2.84
3.11
2.98

1.08
0.96
1.05
0.89
1.00

F = 1.919
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were

neutral regarding the degree of accountability which they felt the
school system should assume for the prevention of property destruc
tion.
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Histogram 30.— Analysis of item 8J
What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
J.

Prevention of property destruction

7.9%

No
Response

i

1
2
No accountability

I
7.2%

Complete
accountability
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TABLE 35.— Analysis of item 8K by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

186
188
62
436

Mean

Standard Deviation

2.96
2.98
3.26
3.01

0.96
1.03
1.03
1.02

F = 2.194
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

289
147
436

3.06
2.91
3.01

1.00
1.04
1.01

F = 2.170
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
187
122
75
436

3.10
2.99
2.93
3.13 '
3.01

1.02
1.02
1.06
0.87
1.01

F = 0.749
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers were

neutral regarding the degree of accountability which they felt the
school system should assume for the prevention of personal attacks.
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Histogram 31.--Analysis of item 8K
8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system
should be held accountable for?
K.

Prevention of personal attacks

45.2%

I
7.2%

Response

No accountability

I

8.5%

Complete
accountability
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Summary

Of the eleven items in this section on which analysis of variance
was conducted, the null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level of
significance only twice.

In one case, differences were observed by

grade level regarding the degree of accountability which teachers felt
the school system should have in the area of physical education.

No

obvious relationships are readily apparent, and it is the conclusion
of this investigator that these differences occur by chance alone.
In another item, differences were observed regarding teachers' feel
ings towards the area of foreign language.

Those teachers who held a

Bachelor's degree or less felt that the school system should be held
accountable for foreign language development to a greater degree than
did those teachers who held a Master's degree or greater.
The primary area for which teachers feel the school system should
be held accountable is mathematics skills.
order of priority, are:

The remaining areas, in

(2) communications skills; (3) enjoyment of

school; (4) social studies; (5) natural science; (6) physical educa
tion; (7) fine arts; (8) foreign language; (9) prevention of personal
attacks; (10) health; and (11) prevention of property destruction.

Who Ought to Be Involved in the Planning
of an Accountability System?

This section reports the results of teachers' responses to survey
items 9A through 9F of the Accountability Reaction Survey, which were
addressed to the question of determining who teachers feel should be
involved in the planning of an accountability system.

The pages which

follow present these data in the same format as the previous sections.
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TABLE 36.— Analysis of item 9A by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

184
190
62
436

Mean

Standard Deviation

4.54
4.50
4.69
4.54

0.68
0.79
0.49
0.71

F = 1.730
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

290
146
436

4.56
4.52
4.54

0.68
0.77
0.71

F = 0.228
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
186
123
74
436

4.72
4.56
4.52
4.41
4.54

0.49
0.76
0.73
0.68
0.71

F = 2.074
Degrees of Freedom = 435
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

most strongly that they should be involved in planning an accountabil
ity program.
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Histogram 32.— Analysis of item 9A
Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
62.7%
A.

Teachers

6.1%
2.0%

■
No
Response

1.1%
■■
1
No :

I
3

4
5
Complete involvement
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TABLE 37.— Analysis of item 9B by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

185
190
62
437

Mean

Standard Deviation

4.02
3.89
4.26
4.00

1.00
1.05
0.82
1.01

F = 3.249
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

291
146
437

3.98
4.03
4.00

0.99
1.04
1.00

F = 0.190
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
187
123
74
437

4.02
4.01
4.03
3.89
4.00

0.86
1.05
1.00
0.99
1.01

F = 0.337
Degrees of Freedom = 436
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by degree status and years of teaching exper
ience did not result in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05
level of significance for this item. Analysis of variance by grade
level resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 level
of significance for this item.

Visual inspection of the sample means
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Histogram 33.— Analysis of item 9B
9.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
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of this item indicate that Junior High teachers felt administrators
should have a greater amount of involvement in planning an account
ability system (4.26) than did Lower Elementary (4.02) or Upper
Elementary (3.89) teachers.

There does not appear to be any rela

tionship worth noting between grade level at which teachers instruct
and their feelings on this item.

In general, teachers felt quite

strongly that administrators should have a rather large degree of
involvement in planning an accountability program.
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TABLE 38.— Analysis of item 9G by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

185
188
62
435

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.08
2.86
3.13
2.99

1.19
1.22
1.28
1.22

F = 2.049
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

289
146
435

2.97
3.03
2.99

1.16
1.32
1.22

F = 0.197
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
186
123
73
435

2.92
3.02
3.05
2.88
2.99

0.99
1.28
1.23
1.20
1.22

F = 0.381
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

board members should have a moderate (but least) amount of involvement
in planning an accountability program.
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Histogram 34.— Analysis of item 9C
9.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
C.
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TABLE 39.— Analysis of item 9D by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

184
188
62
434

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.19
3.19
3.45
3.23

1.22
1.22
1.10
1.21

F = 1.266
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

288
146
434

3.25
3.17
3.23

1.23
1.15
1.21

F = 0.448
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis not rejected at the; .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0-2.
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
185
122
74
434

3.30
3.21
3.13
3.36
3.23

1.19
1.25
1.21
1.09
1.21

F = 0.655
Degrees of Freedom = 433
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

that students should have a moderate amount of involvement in planning
an accountability program.
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Histogram 35.— Analysis of item 9D
9.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
D.

Students

33.5%
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TABLE 40.— Analysis of item 9E by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

185
188
62
435

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.36
3.34
3.45
3.36

1.13
1.20
1.19
1.17

F = 0.233
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

288
147
435

3.38
3.32
3.36

1.15
1.19
1.17

F = 0.276
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rejected at the; .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

53
185
122
75
435

3.58
3.38
3.18
3.44
3.36

1.05
1.20
1.21
1.02
1.17

F = 1.769
Degrees of Freedom = 434
Null hypothesis not rej ected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

that parents should have a moderate amount of involvement in planning
an accountability program.
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Histogram 36.— Analysis of item 9E
9.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
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TABLE 41.— Analysis of item 9F by grade level, degree status, and
years of teaching

Number

Grade Level
Lower Elementary
Upper Elementary
Junior High
Total

183
185
61
429

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.31
3.10
3.20
3.20

1.18
1.22
1.23
1.21

F = 1.367
Degrees of Freedom = 428
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Degree Status
B.A. or less
M.A. or greater
Total

286
143
429

3.23
3.14
3.20

1.22
1.18
1.21

F = 0.536
Degrees of Freedom = 428
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Years of Teaching
0 - 2
3 - 9
10 - 19
20 or more
Total

52
184
121
72
429

3.38
3.28
3.00
3.19
3.20

1.20
1.21
1.21
1.19
1.21

F = 1.796
Degrees of Freedom = 428
Null hypothesis not rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Analysis of variance by grade level, degree status and years of
teaching experience did not result in the rejection of the null hypoth
esis at the .05 level of significance for this item.

Teachers felt

that outside experts should have some, but relatively little, involve
ment in planning an accountability program.
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Histogram 37.— Analysis of item 9F
9.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your
feelings as to degree of involvement each party should
have in planning an accountability program.
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Summary

Analysis of variance conducted on the six items in this section
yielded only one statistically significant difference at the .05
level.

Close inspection of this item indicated that no apparent

relationship was obvious and that this statistically significant dif
ference could have occurred by chance alone.
Teachers feel that they should be the primary source involved
in the planning of an accountability system, with administrators
ranking second and parents ranking third.

Fourth were students;

fifth, outside experts; and sixth, board members.

It is interesting

to note that this order is considerably different from the rank
order reflecting teachers' feelings as to who should be held account
able for the students' success in school.
This chapter presented the results of the investigation and
provided a picture of teachers' concerns regarding various dimensions
of educational accountability.

The next chapter discusses the limi

tations and implications of the study.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

Summary

The primary objective of this investigation was to determine
the feelings of Michigan teachers regarding the issue of educational
accountability.
ted:

Four component areas of this issue were investiga

(1) What do teachers feel is the function of educational

accountability?

(2) Who do teachers feel should be held account

able for the students1 success in school?

(3) What are teachers'

feelings regarding what student behaviors they feel the school sys
tem should be held accountable for?

(4) Who do teachers feel ought

to be involved in che planning of an accountability system?

In

order to answer these questions, the Accountability Reaction Survey
was developed on the basis of a review of the literature, along
with discussions with personnel from the Michigan Education Asso
ciation and the Michigan Department of Education.

As one interacts

with the educational community at large, it is quite apparent that
there is a great amount of concern regarding the issue of educational
accountability.

It was a primary purpose of this investigation to

systematically and specifically identify those concerns, so that the
implementation of an accountability system can occur with greater
concern for teachers' feelings regarding this issue.

Unfortunately,

many administrative decisions within schools are made on the basis
135
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of the administration's perceptions of others' feelings.

There is

no question that the ease of implementation of any given concept is
directly related to the degree of acceptance by those which the
change will affect.

It would appear, then, that if school adminis

trators had sufficient information regarding teacher concerns that
these concerns could be dealt with in a manner which would increase
the probabilities of the successful implementation of a new con
cept.

The design of this study, therefore, was not an attempt to

prove or disprove a hypothesis, nor was it to support or discourage
the implementation of educational accountability.

Instead, this

Investigation simply gathered data regarding teachers' opinions
with the ultimate hope being that the information derived in this
investigation can provide support to those administering, teaching,
and learning in the Michigan Educational System.

Limitations

To the knowledge of this investigator, this study was the only
attempt in Michigan to gather systematic data regarding teachers'
attitudes towards educational accountability.

In that no other

data of this type exist by which to compare or validate the find
ings, it is quite important to point out the limitations of this
investigation.

Design and selection of survey items

The survey items contained in the Accountability Reaction Sur
vey were contrived as a result of a review of the literature in the
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area of educational accountability, along with discussions with per
sonnel from the Michigan Department of Education and the Michigan
Education Association.

There is no doubt that the survey items did

not exhaust all possible concerns which Michigan teachers have
regarding this issue.

It is also the case that another investigator

conducting the same study would have selected different items and
presented them in a different format than did the current investi
gation.

Every attempt was made to provide items in a format with

the greatest amount of clarity and lowest level of abstraction, in
an attempt to reduce any possibilities of respondents trying to
"read in" hidden meanings to these items.

The items selected were

in no way intended to support or reject any particular hypotheses,
as this investigation did not have any, but merely to collect infor
mation in a confidential, straightforward manner.

Survey procedures

The method of conducting a survey by mail has numerous limita
tions.

First, and the primary concern, is the fact that the individ

ual receiving the survey simply will disregard it and not attempt to
complete or return it.

Second, items on a survey instrument may,

for some individuals, require additional explanation or clarifica
tion.

The method of mailing survey forms to respondents was chosen

for a number of reasons which this investigator believed overrode
the two primary objections just stated:

(1) The mailing of survey

items is by far the cheapest method of obtaining information which
means, for the same amount of money involved, a much larger sample
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of the population could be drawn; (2) A mail survey insures the
respondents a much greater degree the amount of confidentiality and
anonymity than other methods;

(3) The sample could be drawn at ran

dom from every part of the state, whereas individual or personal
interviews would have made this quite prohibitive, in terms of cost
and time allotment; (4) Because of the fact that no interviewer
would be present to help the respondent interpret or clarify items
on the survey instrument, it can be assumed that those who answered
the survey could do so without any prompting, encouragement or pun
ishment to their responses by an interviewer.

Generalization of results

It has been assumed that the sample of teachers used in this
investigation was representative of all teachers throughout the
State of Michigan.

This assumption is based on the selection pro

cedures whereby every forty-first name from the State Department of
Education’s teaching personnel list was selected.

Appendix B,

which provides a map of the State of Michigan, depicts the areas
in the state from which responses came.

Visual inspection of this

map clearly supports the assumption of representiveness of this
sample.

Of the 1,000 surveys initially mailed, one hundred of them

to the Detroit Public Schools were not delivered because of mail'
handling problems by the Detroit School System.

Of the nine hundred

remaining questionnaires, four hundred forty-five were returned, or
approximately 50 percent.

The question arises, however, as to

whether those who did not return these survey instruments held
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different attitudes towards educational accountability than those
who did return them.

The survey procedure consisted of an initial

mailing followed by a postcard reminder to all those who did not
respond after six weeks.

At that point, fifty more questionnaires

were remailed co the chosen sample of teachers who had, at that
point, not yet responded to either the initial questionnaire nor to
the follow-up postcard.

Analysis of variance conducted on each

item on the basis of the first mailing, the follow-up postcard and
the second mailing, indicated that there was only one statistically
significant difference at the .05 level and one statistically sig
nificant difference at the .01 level.

One would, however, expect

to find this number of statistically significant differences on the
basis of chance alone.

It could, therefore, be assumed that the

results of this investigation can, for all practical purposes, be
generalized to the population of K-6 classroom teachers in the
State of Michigan.

Social context

Perhaps the most important consideration of a survey investi
gating an issue of considerable concern is the social context and
conditions which exist at the time the respondents are reacting to
the survey instrument.

Variables which certainly would affect any

given respondent's reaction could have included items such as journal
items they recently read concerning the issue of accountability; the
local teacher organization's position on educational accountability;
the degree to which they had or had not participated in an account
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ability system; and reaction from teaching peers regarding the issue.
Education is not, by any means, dissimilar from other professions in
that different issues come and go with the times and what is an
important issue of great concern at one point in time is barely con
sidered at another.

The social climate which existed in Michigan at

the time the survey was being reacted to was a commitment on the
part of the State Educational Authority to actively move towards a
system of educational accountability.

As was pointed out in a review

of the literature, numerous teacher organizations held various posi
tions regarding this issue.

In summary*, it should be pointed out

that any given individual’s response to the accountability reaction
survey was most likely based on his or her feelings at the time.
The degree to which social conditions have changed and will continue
to change must be evaluated at an individual level by the reader.

Implications

The results of this investigation, as presented in Chapter IV,
attempted to provide the reader with the descriptive results of the
survey.

It is most likely the case that different readers will be

concerned with different items and that those concerns will probably
reflect their interest areas.

This section is concerned with pro

viding the reader with the implications which this investigator
feels are of greatest concern to him.
Of greatest concern to teachers regarding the function of edu
cational accountability was a high amount of agreement with the
statement, "Learning under an accountability system would not be as
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relaxed as it currently is" (item 61).

The response to this item

appears to reflect a more general concern of teachers regarding the
dehumanization of the learning process.

Casual interactions with

teachers reveal a concern on their parts that there is more to
learning than a systematic mechanistic process which is, in many
cases, being supported.

If educational accountability is to be

implemented, and if there is a concern regarding the learning atmos
phere for students, it would be wise to attempt to "program in"
numerous components which would indeed allow for a relaxing educa
tional atmosphere, which would be compatible with higher rates of
learning and an accountability system.

Surprisingly, an item which

also evoked a great amount of reactivity regarding the"function of
educational accountability was item 6L, "I'd be favorable towards
an accountability system if in-service training (or other tech
niques) provided me with precisely those skills for which I would
be held accountable."

This investigator feels it is of utmost

importance to point out this support by classroom teachers for the
concept of educational accountability.

Caution, however, should be

taken in light of item 6K which stated, "My college experiences in
the Education Department prepared me to meet accountability-based
objectives."

Responses to this item indicated that, for the most

part, teachers felt that their college experiences were not pre
paring them to meet an accountability system.

It was interesting

to note that an analysis of variance of this item by years of teach
ing experience suggested a relationship between these two variables.
Of even greater significance is the fact that those with 0-2 years
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of teaching experience felt that they were provided with less prep
aration in this area than did those teachers with twenty or more
years of teaching experience.

It seems highly unusual that prepara

tion in colleges of teacher education ten or more years ago provided
greater skills in this area than colleges of education have in recent
years, according to teachers.

What teachers seem to have expressed

in this investigation could be summed up as:

"We're highly favorable

towards the implementation of an accountability system, provided we
are given those skills for which we will be held accountable."

A

major implication of this study which the investigator has drawn is
that it would appear to be a wise strategy on the part of those per
sons implementing accountability systems to first make sure that
teachers are indeed provided those skills for which they will be held
accountable.

The two major avenues of achieving this goal would be:

(1) providing in-service training or re-training for those teachers
currently involved in an accountability program; and (2) re-orienting
the curriculum at the college level in Departments of Education to
provide their graduates with those skills for which they will ulti
mately be held accountable.
The implications for local school administration wishing to imple
ment a system of educational accountability will, of course, vary
greatly from one school system to another.

Based on the results of

this investigation, however, some general guidelines can be developed:
1.

Realize that teachers are generally in favor of
seeing educational accountability become a reality
and are generally supportive of this concept.
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2.

Realize that, for the most part, teachers feel they
do not have the skills which will enable them to
meet the demands of an accountability-based system.

3.

Be sensitive to the concern which teachers have
regarding the issue of learning not being as relax
ing under an accountability system as it currently
is.

4.

Involve teachers from the beginning in the planning
of an accountability system.

5.

Clearly inform teachers as to the implications of
accountability; that is, the assumption that
teachers will be primarily accountable for those
activities occurring in the classroom and that
this responsibility is the teacher's, not the
parents'.
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W ESTERN M IC H IG A N

U N IV E R S IT Y I__________
I

KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN 49001

February 14, 1972

Dear Educator:
As you are well aware, an Intensive effort is being made in our
State to move toward an accountability model in our schools. Al
though the steps in planning and implementation have at this point
just begun, we are extremely concerned that those affected by an ac
countability model will, in the long run, benefit. To help us
achieve this goal, you have been one of five hundred people sampled
at random from teachers throughout the State.
Attached you will find the Accountability Reaction Survey which
is merely designed to solicit feedback from teachers regarding their
feelings in this area. We are asking that you take a few minutes of
your time to complete this form and return it in the enclosed, selfaddressed stamped envelope. The importance of the concept of teacher
accountability is just beginning to surface and your contribution will
be greatly appreciated. Please note that your name should not be
placed on this instrument, as we would like the responses to be as
anonymous and unbiased as they possibly can.
We greatly appreciate your cooperation and participation in this
study.
Sincerely.

Marshall Wolfe
Educator Feedback Center

MW:jss
en d s
149
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ACCOUNTABILITY REACTION SURVEY

1.

Circle the grade level you teach.

2.

Name of school

K

1

2

3

4

6

5

7

8

Location
3.

4.

What is the highest earned college degree you hold?
□

□

No degree

□

A degree or diploma
based on less than
4 years' work

□

A Bachelor's degree

A Master's degree

diploma (Sixth year)

□

A Doctor's degree

As of June, 1971, what was the total number of years of full-time
teaching experience you have had? (Consider counseling or
administration as teaching experience.)
□

None

□

□

1 or 2

| | 10 to 14

| | 3 or 4

□

5 to 9

□

20 to 29

| | 30 or more

15 to 19

For our purposes, educational accountability is the assumption
of responsibility by school personnel for student growth on the
dimensions of academic achievement and social development.
It also means that teachers and administrators are willing to
bear the consequences for their actions.
Among the methods used to achieve accountability are the
following:
A.

The setting of performance objectives for every
course and grade level.

B.

Written job descriptions.

C.

Improved evaluation procedures applying to program
as well as students and teachers.

D.

Performance contracts.
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E.

National and state assessment.

Overall, how would you rate students in your subject area and how
hard they try in school?
□

Excellent

□

Good

□

Average

□

Poor

Given our definition of educational accountability, please respond
to the following items by circling the number on the continuum
which comes closest to your feelings.
A.

It's a means of "weeding out" non-productive teachers.
1_________ 2_________ 3_________ 4_________ 5
disagree
agree

B.

It's a means of insuring student achievement to a greater
degree than we do now.

disagree

agree

It's a means of providing extra pay (or comparable reward
to teachers who are effective).

disagree

agree

It's a way of demonstrating to parents the school's concern
for effectiveness.

disagree

agree

It's a way of making teachers the scapegoat for problems
which they really have no control over.

disagree

agree

It's a means of weakening the effectiveness of teacher
organizations.

disagree

agree

It's a way of identifying teachers who could use additional
training.

disagree
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(Cont'd.)
H.

It's a "here today, gone tomorrow" panacea or passing fad.
1
disagree

I.

2

3

4_

5
agree

Learning under an accountability system would not be as
relaxed as it currently is.

disagree

agree

I am generally in favor of seeing educational accountability
become a reality.

disagree
K.

agree

My college experiences in the education department prepared
me to meet accountability based objectives.

disagree

agree

I'd be favorable towards an accountability system if inservice training (or other techniques) provided me with
precisely those skills for which I would be held account
able .

disagree

agree

To what degree has a job description been defined to you
for your teaching position?

not at all
N.

completely

How familiar are you with performance objectives?
1_________ 2________ 3 _________ 4_________ 5
not at all
completely

0.

To what extent have performance objectives been implemented
in your grade level?

completely
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7.

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your feelings
as to who you feel should be accountable for the students' success
in school at the grade level you teach.
A.

Teachers
1_________ 2________ 3________ 4__________ 5
least accountable
most accountable

B.

Administrators
1_________ 2________ 3________ 4__________5
least accountable
most accountable

C.

Board Members
1_________ 2________ 3________ 4__________5
least accountable
most accountable

D.

Parents (home motivation)
1_________ 2________ 3________ 4__________5
least accountable
most accountable

E.

Students (self motivation)
1_________ 2________ 3________ 4__________5
least accountable
most accountable

8.

What student behaviors do you feel the school system should be
held accountable for?
A.

Communications skills
1__________2________ 3________ 4_________ 5
no accountability
complete
accountability

B.

Mathematics skills
1__________2________ 3________ 4_________ 5
no accountability
complete
accountability

C.

Social studies
1__________2________ 3________ 4_________ 5
no accountability
complete
accountability
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(Cont.)
D.

Natural science
2

complete
accountability

no accountability

Fine arts
1
2
no accountability

3

4
5
complete
accountability

3

4
5
complete
accountability

3

4
5
complete
accountability

3

4
5
complete
accountability

3

4
5
complete
accountability

Health
1
2
no accountability

Physical education
1
2
no accountability

Foreign language
1
2
no accountability

Enjoyment of school
1
2
no accountability

Prevention of property destruction
1
2
no accountability-

3

4
5
complete
accountability
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8.

(Cont.)
K.

Prevention of personal attacks

no accountability

9.

complete
accountability

Circle the number on the continuum which reflects your feelings
as to degree of involvement each party should have in planning
an accountability program^
A.

Teachers
1________ 2________ 3
no involvement

complete
involvement

Administrators
1

2

no involvement

C.

Board Members
1

E.

complete
involvement

2

no involvement

complete
involvement

no involvement

complete
involvement

Parents

no involvement

complete
involvement

Outside experts
complete
involvement
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Dear Educator:
Awhile ago, we mailed our Accountability Reaction Survey to
five hundred randomly selected teachers throughout the State.
As of this date, we have received over 70% of them back. We
strongly believe that teachers’ feelings regarding account
ability should be made known
but we need your help! If you
have not completed and mailed this form, we beg you to do so
as soon as possible
we really need your help and your
opinions are most valuable to us. Thanks again.

Marshall Wolfe
Educator Feedback Center
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan
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W ESTERN M IC H IG A N

U N 6 V E R S IT Y I__________
I

KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN 49001

May 5, 1972

Dear Educator:
Approximately two months ago, we mailed out five hundred ques
tionnaires to teachers randomly selected throughout the State, in
an attempt to determine their feelings regarding the area of educa
tional accountability. At this point, most of these have been re
turned. If, for any reason, you did not return yours or perhaps mis
placed it, we are enclosing another questionnaire for your conveni
ence. Expressing your feelings on this issue will have a tremendous
impact regarding the future of educational accountability. Once
again, we feel that teachers opinions regarding this topic are fan
tastically important and we urge you to participate in this study.
Once again, thank you very much for your cooperation in this
matter, as we greatly appreciate the time and effort necessary on
your part.
Sincerelyj

Marshall Wolfe
Educator Feedback Center
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APPENDIX B

Surveys Returned by Area
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